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FOREWORD

January 1, 1976

To the Governor and General Assembly:

This report is the second to be respectfully submitted
in compliance with the Maryland Educational Accountability Act,
Section 28A, Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland (1969
Replacement Volume). Although this report for. School Year
1974-75 strongly resembles the first report for School Year
1973-74 in format and content, a number of activities are under
way which will expand and improve the Maryland Accountability
Program (MAP). Subsequent reports should reflect these changes
as resources for their implementation are made available. In .

fact, a supplemental report will be published in February on
the results of the Fall 1975 assessment of seventh and eleventh
grades in which the Maryland Basic Skills Reading Mastery Test

was used. This assessment is part of the Action Plan for the
Assessment Component of the Maryland Accountability Program
whichNowas reviewed by all advisors and subsequently approved by
the Maryland State Board of Education last July. Cooperative
activities are under way in the Process Evaluation Component
and in the Program Cost Component of the MAP as well. These
activities and their outcome for decisionmaking will be fully
reported in January 1977._

This year's report provides new information concerned
with Special Education and Pupil Services programs at State

apd school system levels. Definitive information regarding pro-
gress toward/agreed-on goals and objectives will be reported lb
these and other program areas in future years.

;Iv

As I Sounseled in my transmittal letter of last year, I
should like to emphasize again -- readers should exercise ap-
propriate caution in forming judgments, about the public schools
of the state baed solely on the data in this report. We are
neither ready nor able to make far-reaching policy decisions re-
garding the allocation and application of resources (staff,
facilities, equipment, and materials) on the basis of descrip-
tive demographic information and assessment data from a very
limited portion of the total edycational prograt of our schools.
As the MAP continues to unfold, it will be possible to make
better and nonintuitive decisions in the management of the public
educational enterprise.

The development and operation of the MAP and the publica-
tion of this report would have been difficult or impossible with-
out the extensive efforts contributed by our advisors, consultants,
and state and local educatoi- participants -- only a few of whom
have been identified in the preceding pages,. To all concerned,
especially teachers and other school level staff, we extend our'

thanks.

.9

Si jam' ely yours,

vii J S A. SENSENBAUGH
tate Superintendent o chools,



REPORT SUMMARY

Introduction

This report provides descriptive information for public

offibials and the general public aboutiraryland's public schools.

It is the second report required by the Maryland Educational

Accountability Act. (The first was published in January 1975.)

This second report contains information about:

The implementation of the Maryland Accountability
Program on the state and local school system
levels -- present achievement and future plans;

Demographic data for the state, local school sys-
tems, and schools;

Assessment data on ability and achievement summa-
rized at the state and school system levels; and

Assessment data on ability and achievement for
each Maryland public school with Grades 3, 5, 7,
and 9.

II. Overview

The report begins .with a general discussion of educa-

tional accountability and the nature of the accountability effort.

in Maryland. Then, it moves on to a more detailed presentation

of accountabilityobjedtf s and achievements on both the state

and local school system 1 vels. -A brief outline of the entire

document appears below:

Chapter 1 Ed&ational Accountability

This chapter defines eduCational accountability and

introduces the reader to the Maryland Accountability Program --

past, present and future. -

10
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Chapter 2 Maryland State Department of Education: Accomplish-
_

ments and Objectives .

This chapter provides a detailed description of the

agency objectives in education that were set by the Maryland

State Department of Education (MSDE). It also lists some major

accomplishments for Fiscal Year 1975 and plans for Fiscal Year

1976 in each of the Department of Education's functional areas

of activity, i.e., educational pkograms, public library programs,

vocational rehabilitation programs, general management and pro-

gram support services.

Chapter 3 How to Use the Maryland Accountability Program Report

The purpose of this chapter is to assist the reader in

understanding and using the tables in this report. Samples of

Tables 1, 2, 2A, 3, and 4 are given, along with definitions of

the terms Used in each table and guidelines for interpreting the

data.

Chapter 4 Maryland Accountability Assessment Information

This chapter reports on'the status of the stato and

local school systeff'accountability programs. Each (DE these re-

ports is followed by the tables desqribed below which give de=

tailed information on demographic background and test results

for that level%

Table 1. Community and Public School Resources
Profile -- Provideb background information on the
state and local levels (e.g., total population,
median family incomes, school enrollment, and
per pupil instructional costs). There are se-
parate tables numbered "1" for the state level
and each local system.



r
Table.2. Nonverbal Ability in Average Standard
Age Scores and-Academic Achievement in Average
Grade Equivalent Scores, by Skill Area arid by
Grade -- Gives an overview of the performance
of the state and school systems in each of th0
basic skill areas tested. There are separate
tables numbered "2" for the state level and
each local system.

Table 2A, Comparison of Year I (1973-74) with
Year II (1974-75) Data in AVerage Standard Age
Scores -- Compares the test results from Year I
and Year II of the adsountability program. As
explained in Chapter 1, however, differences in
test scores should be viewed in the light of
differences in othet variables, e.g., Standard
Age Scores (SAS). There are separate'tables
numbered "2A" for the state level and each local
system..

Table 3. School Level -- Community and Public
School Resources Profile -- Gives backgiound in-
formation (e.g., total school enrollment, pupil/
staff ration) for each school in the individual
school system,

Table 4. School Level -- School Average Grade
Equivalent Scdres, by Skill Area, Compared with
Maryland Norms Based on School Average Standard
Age Scores -- SHows the-test results of children
in a particular school as pared to the state
norm. Test results are dis aged by grade and
by skill area.

Chapter 5, Program Cost Component

This chapter describeg the efforti; of state and local

officials to achieve a statewide uniform reporting system, in

the spirit of -accountability, through improved finandial report-
,

ing procedures.
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Chapter 6 Special Education Component

This chapter describes the' special eclucation.program

currently provided 'for handicapped children in Maryland public

schools. It also'Outlines plans to ensure thqt all children

needing special education will be identified and that aPpropriate

programs will_ be available to them.

Chapter 7 Pupil Services Component

This chapter details the efforts of state afidnlocal

pupil services staff to develop aplanning model for pupil ser-

'vices. The emphasis is on prevent&tive-developmental activities

to Aid students in learning effective skills for personal 'and'

social development and to enable them to enjoy and benefit from

the school experience.
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CHAPTER 1 EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY

Introduction 'to the -Aryland Accountability Program

Report, School Year 1974-1975 i

This report was developed as the main instrument fbr

disclosure of informati n about goals in public edudation and

progress,toward those go ls. It directed to the Governor

and' the General Assembly as required by the Maryland Account-

ability Act. -Chapter 1 explains the concept of educational

accountability.. The information.in this chapter is divided into

the followinq sections: (1) the'deflhition_of accountability;

(2) the Maryland.Rducational Accountability Act;-(31-the_Maryland

Accountability Program; (4) accountability and decisionmaking in

education; and (5) Maryland's future'in accountability. The

relationship of this document to the state's overall iespOnsibil-

ity for educational accountability should be clear to the

interested citizen and educator after reading this chapter.

1.2 The Definition' of Accountability

Simply stated, educational accountability is an attempt ,

to disclose and explain results achieved by public school programs.

Its purposes are: (11,to promote, an understanding of the relation-
.

ships among the quality of education, the characteristics of educa-

tional programs, the processes of education, and needed and avail-

able human and material resources; and (2) on. the basis 'of that

understanding, to make improvements in the educational system.

More specifically, the Maryland Accountability Pi's:warn
4

can be said to have'six basic characteristics. First is its positive

emphasis. Accountabil\Lty will help identify exemplary programs,

29
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and determine which are more effective than others. Recognition and

dissemination of the more successful Progrmswill be emphasized.

and formal plans will be Written for the thorough study of exemplary
2

program characteristics so that they may be eMulated.

The second characteristic of the accountability program

includes goal-setting, assessment, analysis, and reporting. The.,

setting of educational goals and objectives is an important element

of any, accountability program. It is important to note that assess-

ment results should-be interpreted ultimately more in terms of local

objectives than in terms of national or state norms. Assessment

helps measure progress toward goals and provides, through analysis,

.information for program improvement and for
o
reporting purposes.

'Ns

Gradual and deliberate movement into an accountability

program is the third characteristic of the Maryland'ustem.7 Rather

than attempting to develop a complete and exemplary p ogra quickly,

Maryland's goal is to progress carefully from the basic e ements to .

a complete program.

The fourth characteristic of the program is of special

interest to teachers. Accountability is program-oriented and not

directed toward teacher evaluation. In fact, there is a legal

precedent for the invalidity of evaluating teachers on the basis

of student achievement scores. It has long been' recognized that

many other variables, e.g., student, family, and community char-

acteristics, have a powerful influence on student performance.

(See Figure 1.)
O

The fifth characteristic of the Maryland Accountability

Program is the demand for an accounting by all personnel, not just

by teachers. Teachers can be more effective when supplied with

adequate and appropriate resources, pleasant and suitable working.

conditions, and effective and supportive school administrators.

Accountability for providing teachers with.these resources, condi-

tions, and support falls upon personnel at all levels of the school

system outside the classroom-

U
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Figure 1. Student Growth Depends on Many Factors

I
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It is also necessary to recognize that education is a

shared responsibility. 4 Parents and members of the various com-

munities in the state, including public officials, havean enor-

mous opportunity for influence and impact upon the work,of the

schools. Sooial processes, including learning, cannot be con-
.

ducted by the schools without active support from parents and the

community.

Sixth, accountability should be concerned with progress

in the areas of attitudes, interests, and self-concepts, as well

as understanding, knowledge, skills, and abilities. Development

of self-esteem, concern for others, and other personally and socially

positive attitudes are as important goats in the eyes of the general

public as is cognitive trhining. Although it is difficult at present

to assess attitudes, workable methods of observation and measure-

ment, will eventually be formulated and generally available, and

the Maryland Accountability Program must be prepared to expand into

this area. 31



1.3 The Maryland Educational Accountability Act

At the time of this writing; al50;oximately 30 states

have enacted accountability legislation. Most of the remaining

states have drafted plans for accountability legislation; or have

initiated procedures at the state level that will preclude the

need forilegislative mandates.

During the.1972 session of the Maryland C4neral Assembly,

Article 77, Section,28a, the Annotated Code of Maryland and 1973

Cumulative Supplement was passed. The law has come to be commonly

called the "Maryland Educational Accountability At" (see Appendix A),.

The Overall purpose of the Act, ip to aovide for the

establishment of a program'ofstatewide educational accountability.

This program should assure that educational programs lead to the

attainment of established educational objectives, provide informa-

tion for an analysis of the differential effectiveness of instruc-

tional programs, and provide information for accurate analysis of

costs of instructional programs.

The Maryland Educational Accountability 214t 'imposes

several requirements for statewide accountability----lbese include:

(1) the establishment of goals and objectives in, but not limited

to, reading,. writing, ancnathematics at all levels -- state,

school system, and individual school; (2) a school-by-school sur-
,

vey of the current, status of student achievement in relation to es-

tablished objectives, and the development of programs by each school

for'meeting its own needs; and (3) the establishment of evaluation

procedure's for determining the effectiveness of these proframs.

Regular reevaluation of programs, goals, and objectives is, like-

wise, a stipulation of the act.

rNey,"tr.
gid
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The Maryland Educational Accountability Act also requires

that a yearly report be submitted by the State Superintendent of

Schools to the Governor and thd General Assembly beginning'in

January 1975. This report must include, but is not necessarily

limited to, the progress made by the Maryland State Department of

Education, by local school systems,- and by individual schools toward

the achievement of their respective goals and objectives. The

report should also include recommbndations for legislation' deemed

necessary to improve the quality of education in Maryland.

1.4 The Maryland Accountability Program

1.4.1 Administration of the Maryland Accountability Program

In response to the accountability legislation enacted

by the Maryland General Assembly and in accord with the six char-
.

acteristics of the state's accountability program, the Maryland

State Board of Education determined that the initial efforts of

accountability should concentrate on the basic learning skills of

reading, writing, and mathematics. The'Board resolved that, fol-
.

lowing the specification of desired educational goals in each of

these three areas, student achievement relative to each goal should

be measured, and an analysis of the achievement results relating

to other variables, such as student ability and socioeconomic

status, should be conducted.

Four major components of the Maryland Accountability

Program (MAP) were established following these directives:

(1) goals and objectives setting; (2) assessment; (3) process

evaluation; and (4) program cost.

1.0 3
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To assist in accomplishing these tasks, the Stat9 Board'

of Education appointed a State Advisory Committee on Accounta-

bility, drawing its members from a broad cross-section of the

state's populatibn. It also designated the chairman of this com-
mittee. A Member of the Maryland State Department of Education

'(MSDE) was assigned as full-time executive seretany to the conl-

mittee in order t6 make available, as detailed accountability

procedures were developed, technical services from the S,,,fite

Department of Education to the committee and to the local -school

system.

Two additional task fOrces were constitutedd. At the

state level, the MSDE Accountability,TeaM was formed, drawing

together departmental personnel who could provide assistance in

the development and implementation of the various components of

the MAP. On the local school system level, each superintendent

appointed a local coordinator to supervise all system level-

activities. Responsible to the superintendent, the local coordin-

ator serves as system representative in the planning and implement-

ation of accountability program activities.

Staff responsibility for the administration of the

accountability program is now delegated by the State Superintend-:

ent of Schools to the Assistant State Superintendent,Division of

Research, Evaluation, and Information SystemsREIS). An

accountability section in REIS oversees MAP's operation at

the state, system, and school levels, coordinates developmental

activities, and ensures the viability of the MAP decisionmaking'

process (see Figure 2).

34
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FigUre 2. 'Matyland Accountability Program Decisionmaking Process*
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1,4.2 Implementation of the Maryland Accountability Program

In 1973; the State Board of-Education adopted a plan
that ,called for the development and dissemination of statewide

goals'in reading,, writing, andtmathematics (see Appendix B). In

subsequent phases, each of the 24 school systeTs was required to

establish local goals and objectives in .conformity with those

established at the state,level.

The state implementation plan further specified that

by..September 1, 1974; school system goals would be reviewed and

that by April 1, 1975, each school would have estab]hed its own.

-Objectives,,consistent with its unique needs, and in keeping with

", school system goals. September 1, 1975 was designated as the dead-

line for school systems to evaluate the objectives submitted by

indiiiidual schools and to submit a narrative report to the Maryland

State Department of Education on the establishment of school'objec-

- tives.' (See Chapter 4.1.1, Sections A and B for more details.)

The state's implementation plan required the establish-
,'
Ment of a comprehensive and uniform statewide testing program. The ,

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the Cognitive Abilities Test

(CAT) were selected as the statewide assessment instruments. Begin-

' ning in the spring of 1974, all pupils (excluding certain categories

4,of handicapped students) in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 were tested. The

plan also called for the establishment of procedures for collecting

data on student, home, community, and school characteristics. The

implementation plan required the establishment of procedures by which

school systems would report test results and other information to

the Maryland State Departmentgf Education. (A description of these

data can be found in Section 1.5.2.)

1Chapter 2 of this report describes, in summary fashion, the accom-
plishments.and objectives of the Maryland State Department of 4

Education.

tit)
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The relationship between educational goals and objectives
. .

established in Maryland and the assessment of current status is,

however, by.no means ideal. Only a.small'aample of skills (those

covered by ITBS) has been amessed and reported on for the pur-

, poses of'accountability. StAewide assessment has not been under-

taken in various other skill and subject matter area uch as social
tstudies, science, vocationhl education, and the arts. or has infor-

mation been'pollected on.student'attitudes, interests and values --

the so-called affective dOtain of learning objectives. In addition,

there is no information available regarding the psychomotor aspects

of'student learning, e.g., eye-hand coordination, manual dexterity,

and response orientation and integration.

These three domains of learning, which make up the total

potential of student growth, are represented pictorially in Figure

3, whic1 alpo lists'
.

major objectives for each domain. The shaded

area highlightsthe limited sector of cognitive skills that is

measured in Maryland's present accountability effort. (See Sections

1:5.3, 1.5.4, and 1.5.5 for a discussion of the instruments uses,

strengths and limitations of the Assessment Component, Maryland

-Accountability Program.)

Student achievement is a composite of many developed

skills, understandings, and attitudes, and there are, understand-
__

ably,, many factors that influence student cognitive, affective,

and psychomotor growth. These factors, as indicatecrearlier in

Figure 1, include school effects, community resources, socioeconomic

factors, student motivation, and student ability. The Maryland

Accountability Assessment Program provides a measure of the six

factort shown in Figure 4.

9
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.4.. Figure 3. Achievement Measured in Relation to the Entire Domain

of Learning
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A major assujption 4nderlying Maryland's accountability

legislation is that the analysis and interpretation of pertinent

test data and other information must lead to beneficial changes

and modifications in instructional programs. The Maryland Account-

ability Program (MAP) should be viewed as a support system essential

to sound management for' improvement of public educational programs.

It is not an artificial, superimposed program developed simply to

comply with the Accountability' Act, that is, the generation of

information solely for repertig purposes. On the contrary, 11

information generated for MAP is to be analyzed and utilized in an

effort to improve system and school programs throughout the state.

.

However, it is not su icient to assume that the school's

instructional programs become more effective and efficient only

because the state has an assessment program. In keeping with the
,,

Maryland Educational Accountability Act, evaluation programs must

. be developed and installe4 in order to determine the effect that

modifications of the instructional programs have upon goal attain.-
.

men . Adequate evaluation of instructional programs requires the

%.
use f more than just norm-referenced tests such as the Iowa Tests

of Basic Skills MBS) and the Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT).

Criterion-referenced sts in reading, writing, and mathematics

must, be developed or adapted for use in Maryland's public schools.

The state's accountability program must also be extended to domains

other than the cognitive one. Cuirent efforts in these areas are

.outlined in the next section.

1.4.3 ActionPlan for the Assessment Component, land

Accountability Program

On July 30, 1975, the Maryland State Board of Education

approved the Action Plan for the Assessment Component, Maryland

Accountability Program. This five-year conceptual framework was

tr3

11



developed during the spring by the Maryland State Department of

Edification Accountability Team, the Local Coordinators for Account-

ability, and the State.Advisory Committee for Accountability. SoMe

of the major features include:

1.5.1

Continuation of the use of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) and Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT), Nonverbal
Battery, in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 through Year III,
1975-76 (see Section 1.5.3 for more details);

- administering the ITBS and CAT only to Grades 3
and 7 beginning in Year IV, 1976-77.

Initiation of the use of the,Maryland Basic Skills
Reading' Mastery Test in Grades 7 and 11 in the fall
of Year III, 1975-76 (see Section 1.5.3 for more de-.
tails);

requesting funds for Fiscal Year 1976 to begitl
the two-year dei/elopment of mastery tests
mathematics and writing for Grade 11, wit
plementation projected for Year V, 1977-78.

Expansion of instrumentation to assess special education
programs/services, beginning in Year III, 1975-76 .(see
Chapter t.6 for mare, details) .

Beginning exploration fir, o±-development of, assess-
ment measures for selected aspects in the affective
domain, such as student attitudes and interests, with
implementation projected for Year XV, 1976-77 (see
Chapter 7 for complementary activities under Pupil
Services Component).

Requesting in Fiscal Year 1977 and in Fiscal Year 1970
budgets funds for the development of additional or re-
placement assessment instruments for agreed upon ITBS
elements in Grades 3 and 7, with implementation projected
for Year V, 1977-78.

tAccountabil y and Decisionmaking 4 Education
.1,

,,

,,,,t. ''''lr

Th

s of Accountability

deas of accountability and assessment in education

are best uh. rs ood in the context of models for evaluation of

educational p

the State leve

school level

rams. 'Educational programs may be conSi red at

he school system level, and at the indi idUal

1

/and are discussed in the concept of any onqo ng

40 12
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educational activity designed to produce specified changes in the

behavior of the individuals what are exposed to it. A succinct re-

view of evaluation models is provided by Austin and Panos in Educe-
2

tional Measurement.

3 ,

Ideally, an evaluative study involves the collection and

analysis of information regarding inputs, utputs, and operations

of educational programs, which comprise the ree conceptually distinct

components of any education program. "Inputs" refers to the tal-

ents, 'skills, aspirations, and other pdtentials for growth and

learning that the student brings with him into the educational pro-

gram. In addition, the characteristics of the student's family

and the culture in which he lives are important ilputs.

"Output" refers to the students achievements,

skills, aptitude for future learning, values, personality,

personal relations, and other behaviors that are likely to

ended by the edticational program.

r

knowledge,

inter-

be influ-

"Operations" refers to those characteristics of the edu-.

cational program that are_capable of affecting relevant student

outputs. Included in operations are environmental experiences,

r
educational interventions, arning experiences, learning strate-

gies, curricula, teacher style and instructional techniques., ;-

Educational operations comprise the entire array of environmental'

variables that characterize a particular educational program -- the

means to achieve the educationalcends, i.e., goals of the program

previously established.

2Thorndike, Robert L. (ed.), Educational Measurement, Second Edi-
tion. Astin, Alexander W. and Panos, Robert J., "The Evaluation
of Educational Programs." Wash., D.C.: ,American,,Council on Educa-
tion, 1971, pp. 733-751.

1 \\,
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1.5.2° Maryland's Approach

The accountability effort in Maryland is guided by an

evaluation model which takes into account input, output, and'edu-
.

cational process (operations) information as follows:

A. Analysis of Inputs

These include descriptions of community
characteristics such-as population size, med-
ian family income, percent ofdisadvantaged
school aoe qhildren, and an estimated level
of parent education; school4Characteristics
such as enrollment, average experience
and salary of teachers and-administrators
education of teachers and staff, pupil/staff
ratio, and daily attendance rates; financial
characteristics such as the cost of instruc-
tion and administration; and finally, the
level of trident ability, as expressed in
Standard Age Scores (SAS) and measured by the
Nonverbal Section of the Cognitiye Abilities
Test (CAT).

The measurements of all these character-
istics are reported in Tables 1 and 2 of the
state and local education agedcy portions of
this report, and in Table 3 of the school-by-
schoOl portions. (See Chapter 4.)

b. Analysis of Outputs

The primary output measuresIare the grade
equivalent.scores (GE) obtained by students in
Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 on the eight subtests of
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). Aver-
ages of these scores areshown in Table 2 of
the state and local education agency portions
of this report, and in Table 4 of the schbol-
by-school portions.

14



Last year, ITBS sco -s.formed the major
Measures of achievement col -cted and pUbl1ished.3
This year, additional scores a being obtained
and'analyzed with the use of a Mar .nd -based
test of basic reading skills'in Grades. nd 11
which will be puplished in a-Special report
under separate cciver.Z. For subsequent years, afldf=.--__
tional mastery tests are planned in .writing and --

mathematics for the eleventh grade, along with some
specialized testing procedurea for students in
Special education programs.
N,

c. Analysis of Education Process

In the context of the evaluation model,
the word "process"'refers to everything which
intervenes between the inputS and outputs: from
curriculum goals and objectives to how teachers ,

conduct their classes; from the nature of a prin-
cipal's leadership style to the students' class-
room Ile avidr. In short, process evaluation con-
sider he entire educational enterprise in action.
Of th three, the process evaluation component is
by fa the most difficult to design and implement.
Given the immense scope and complexity, any plans
and procedures are likely to be either wholly in-
adequate or else hopelessly. expensive, intrusive
and time consuming.

In order to provide idance and leadership
in this area, a State Process Evaluation Team has
been formed which includes Lbcal representatives
with the assignment to study appropriate approaches.
A report on the current'status of the team's efforts
is given in Section 1.5.6 following.

The three elements of Maryland's evaluation model, dis-

cussed above, are by no means separate and independent. Close links

exist among the various measurements and observations which result

from each of them. For this reason, the Maryland accountability

effort goes beyond the mere listing of various numbers and scores.

3Appendices C and D provide two additional output measures that
reflect on the quality of Maryland Public Schools: Scholastic
Aptitute Test and Achievement Tests (Appendix C) and the
Maryland High School Graduate Follow-up Study'(Appendix D).

4 3

15



One of these links is the relationship between the

Standard Age Scores (an input referred to as,SAS), and :the grade

equivalent scores (an output referred to as GE). In order to

learn the strength of this link a regression analysis was performed

on the data.4 Based on this analysis, an individual school's aver-
. .

age GE is compared to a Maryland norm for that 'school, which takes

into account the average SAS for that school and the relationship

between SAS and GE found in the Maryland data: (See Chapter 4,

School Level - Accountability Absessment Informatdon: Table 4).

In Table 4 the actual obtained average GE's for the

schools are listed in the column headed '"average GE", and by a

simple subtraction of this nuliber from the Maryland norm for that

school ("Maryland Norm-" colUmn) the numbers listed in the "differ-

ence" column can be obtained. Of course, these differences can

be negative, zero, or positive, depending on whether the obtained

GE was higher, the same as, or lower than the Maryland norm. Such

differences must be carefully interpreted.

The amount of difference (residual), positive or neg-

ative, shpuld not be interpreted as a direct measure of the. school's

effectiveness or ineffectiveness. By the very nature of the analysis,

half the schools will have positive residuals and'the other half will

have negative residuals. In fact, the average residual -o-f the state

is 0.00 on all subtests. If we took the residual as a direct measure

of effectiveness, then the state as a whole would have zero effect.

At best, the residual may be viewed as a hazardous, relative indica-

tor, highly subject t9 error. The closer to zero, the more the

residual loses its meaning with respect to being a "negative" or

"positive" indicator. For this reason, the Maryland Accountability

Program Report has adopted the practice of placing asterisks by

those schools whose residuals are extreme.

.''See Appendix E for an explanation of the use of regression
analysis in the Maryland Accountability Program.

Y4
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The top 2.5 percent of the schools having positive resid-

uals were asterisked. Similarly,, the bottom 2.5 percent of schdols

with negative residuals were esterisked. Thus, in total, 5 percent

of all schools received asterisks and thereby form the two extreme

ends oik...tthe residual distribution. At this point, the most import-,

ant caution. of all must be exercised. No one knows, as yet, how

and why these, schools scored as they did. First of all, there is

nothing in the analysis which guarantees that a school's perform-

ance is admirable because it obtained a positive, asterisked resi-

dual. Conversely, cannot be claimed that there is necessarily

anything "wrong" just because .a school received a negative aster-

isked' residual. however, it is appropriate to interpret these as-

terisked residuals as extrede,-if only by definition. As such,

they function as promising indicators of where the process evalua-

tion might best begin. This completh*%s circle of interrelation-

ships between the three elements of Maryland's evaluation model --

assessment measures are regressed against inputs, and the results

used as road signs to4gfeDrocess evaluation..

1.5.3 Instruments "tsed to Measure Academic Ability and Achievement-

Readihg, language arts, mathematics, and academic ability

were assessed by norm-referenced tests (Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
0

and theNCognitive Abilities Test - onverbal Battery) in the third,

fifth,'geVenth and ninth grades. See Appendix F for: a detailed

discussion of assessment measurements used.) In addition, funclional

reading will be assessed in the seventh and eleventh grades by an

objective-based test developed at the state level beginning.in the

fall o 1975 and results will be reported in g separate volume.

The dilferences in the kinds of information provided by the two types

of measurements should be considered when interprgting the test

results.

5See Chapter 3; "How To Use the Maryland Accountability Programy-
Report," pp. 74-75, for an illustration of this procedure. ,

45
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Norm-referenced achievement tests, such as the Iowa

Tests of Basic Skills, a e designed to provide information about

student performance in road academic areas in relation to the

performance of other students who are selected as representative

of the nation as a whole. The subject matter content of the tests

is not precisely related to the instructional Content of any

particular school system or any i9dividual teacher. The tests

are designed to describe studen.4_performances in reldtion to the

average score madd by a national sample-of their peers.

Norm-referenced ability tests, such as,the Cognitive

Abilities Test, are designed to provide information about student

performance of other students who are selected as being representa

tive of the nation. This test was used as a means' of assessing

the ability for academic achievement that the student brought to

the learning situation.

Criterion-referenced, or objective-based tests, are de-.

veloped for a purpose different from that of norm-referenced

tests. Criterion-referenced tests are developed to assess the

extent to which students have learned or mastered objectives

specifically related to an instructional program; The performance

of students on such tests is compared with the objectives of, a

program rather than with thd performance of other students.

In 1970, the Marylan State Boar, of Education adopted

the improvement of reading as o e of its priorities. As one ap-

proach to the problem of improvement, Maryland educators looked

at reading from a practical point of view. They wanted to,know

what basic minimum reading skills pupils would need in.order to

function and survive during the 1970's.

LIG
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The-,-reading speCialists in the Maryland State Department

of Education (MSDE), with the help of local.educators and civic and

business groups, defined functional reading skill objectives at both

the elementary and secondary level. Reading programs were then

developed and initiated to teach these skills. In 1972, reading

specialists from MSDE1.and local school systems,'with the help of an

outside consultant, developed the Maryland. Basic Skills Reading

Mastery Test to assess these functional reading skills:

1.514' .Strengths of the Assessment Component

No educational assessment program can be justified solely

on the basis of gathering important information. The ultimate

justification of assessment is 'that teachers, principals, specialists,

superintendents, and other involved persons will be able to look at

assessment results carefully and make some decision or take some

action that is related to insights gained from the information.

Assessment programs should be used to improve educational decision -

making.

If test results are to be Used properly for decision-

making purposes, three important conditions must be met: (1) the

most appropriate achievement test must be used; (2) the tests

must be properly administered; and (3) the appropriate type of

test result information must be available at the several levels

involved in educational decisionmaking.

To satisfy the first condition, within the constraints

imposed by limited time and financial resources, the Maryland

Accountability,Assessment Program was designed to use the Iowa

Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) instrument, which 18 of the 24 local

school systems had selected previously as the best instrument for

evaluating their own educational programs. Unlike other states

where legislated programs have imposed an assessment program on
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local School systems primarily for the purpose of collecting data

for a state report, the result was that Maryland could build on

the-teSting programs already functioning-in the majority of the
lOcal school systems.

To satisfy the second condition, i.e., proper adminis-
tration of the test, the Maryland .Handbook on the Accountability

Assessment Program was developea with the consultative aid of the
Cehter for Educational-Research and Evaluation, Research Triangle
Institute. The purpose of this handbook was to ensure statewide

collection'of uniform data so that the results of the testing
would be reliable and valid. Inservice orientation and training
sessions were held in each school regarding the procedures out-
lined in this handbook. These sessions, along with actual testing

sessions, were monitored by state and local central office staff.

To satisfy the third condition, i.e., that the type of
information needed for different levels of decisionmaking be
available, the Maryland program used a hierarchical model. Per-
sons at different decisionmaking levels make different kinds of
diCisioDs. For example, legislators and chief state officers
make evaluative decisions based on the broad overall effects of
the state's educational program. Individual school systems make
eValuative decisions concerning_ he effects of different programs
in their system while teachers, pupils, and parents make instruc-
tional decisions. Central administrative staffs seldom need scores

= for individual pupils, whereas individual student scores are essen-
tial for teachers.

In order to provide uniform statewide data for use at the

highest hierarchical level,athe constraints imposed by the program
were: (1) that all systems use eight subtests of the ITBS and the
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nonverbal subtest of the CAT;' (2) 'that Grades 3,.5, ,,and 9, be

,tested and (3) that all tests be administered in the spring of

the year -- March through May.. The state receives only the mean

(average) score and standard deviation (estimate of the dispersion
II

of cores around the mean) for each school in a particular system

in the eight required subtests of the ITBS and in the Nonverbal

subtest of the CAT. The state report is based on these data. The

state receives no data on individual pupil or teacher assessment.

At the local system level, each system provides for its

own scoring and data analysis as it has in the past. The system

is free to administer other subtests of the ITBS and CAT, to test

other grades, and'to use additional tests if it so,desires.' Each

system collects whatever other data it needs for its own,assess-

ment purposes.

At the teacher and pupil level, teachers receive analyse

of the performance of their class, and pupils receive their own

individual test sCOres and, in most systems, pupil scores are also

sent home to their parents. Individual teachers may receive

analyses of the performance of their students on each test ques-

tion on the ITBS. The ITBS is primarily a survey instrument de-

signed to give an overall view of student performance in broad

basic skill areas. One of its strengths, however, is that all

test questions are referenced to a specific skill area such as

reading to note details, capitalizing days of the week, use of

verbs, reading, spacing and writing decimals. Analyses of pupil,

class, school, and system. performance on the items in the skill

areas may be used by the local school systems as they desire.

Maryland's hierarchical model is most efficient. From

one testing program, requiring approximately four and one-half

hours of test administration(time, data are provided not only for



summary state accountability purposes but alsO for individual pupil,
teacher, school, and system level instructional purposes.

.

1.5.5 Limitations of the Instruments used in Assessing

Attainment Of Maryland's Educational Goals

No standardized test covers all the subjects a school is
trying to teach. With, regard-to the entire domain of learning, which
includes the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor areas, only a
small portion of the cognitive domain was measured by the ITBS, i.e.,

'the basic skills in reading,, mathematics, and writing.

-Statewide assessment has'not beep undertaken for various
.other skill and subject-matter areas such as sodial studies,

science, vocational education, and the arts, nor has information
been collected on student attitudes, interests,'and values -- the
so-called affective domains of learning. There is also no information

available regarding the psychomotor aspects of learning, e.g., 41'

eye-hand coordination, manual dexterity.

In addition', the educational goals apd objectives estab-
lished in Maryland for the areas of reading, mathematics, and
writing are more comprehensive than for those measured by the ITBS,
so'that the mgtch even,in these areas is not ideal.

In the reading area, the ITV addresses only the goals

of using a word redognition system and comprehending various read-
.

ing materials. The goals of utilizing a variety of reading materials,

meeting the reading demands for functioning in sqpiety, and selecting

reading as a personal activity are not addressed.*

In the writing area, the ITBS assesses, the individaal's

knowledge of the accepted conventions of punctuation, capitalization,
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language usage, etc. Howeverr it does not assess the individual's

ability to use the writing process to communicate personal feelings

and ideasr or to respond to the demands and obligations of society.

In the mathematics area, the ITBS addresses the student's

ability to recognize mathematical facts and symbols, to perform

mathematical manipulations, and to solve mathematical problems.

It dogs not assess the individual's ability to use mathematical

reasoning and processes to meet personal and societal needs, or

to appreciate and use mathematics. t

In order to obtain a better relationship between

Maryland's goals and objectives, the objectives assessed, and

to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the ducational pro-

duct in Maryland, funds need to be provided fo the development of

more precise assessment techniques. The Divislon of Instruction,

Maryland State Department of Education, has made ^a start in this

direction by developing the Basic Skills ding ii4astery Test.

This test specifically addresses the goal of meting the reading

demands for functioning in society, and selecting reading as a

personal activity. Statewide assessment using the test in the

seventh and eleN3enth grades began in the fall of 1975. Results

will appear in'a separate report.

1.5-.6 Summary of Process Evaluation Concerns

Soon after the accountability data for school year

1973-197 (Year !I) had been published, a team oof local repre-
.

sentati es was organized at the state level. Its purpose was to

plan for educational process evaluation, as indicated in Section

1.5.2 of this report, and the team was charged with the responsi-

bility to provide guidance and leadership in this area. Given

the immense scope and complexity of the task, and the fact that

process evaluation is as yet very undeveloped, the team has worked

hard to pre1are plans and procedures. As of this writing, actual

field studies are in preparation for possible implementation dur-

ing the 1975-1976 school year. An outline of the plans follows,

and serves as a summary of process evaluation concerns.
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What is to be evaluated? In Section 1.5.2, "process"

was defined as:
, iN

"...everything which intervenes between Inputs and
outputs: from curriculum goals and objectives to
how teachers conduct their classes; from the nature:
of a principal's leadership style to the students'
'classroom behavior. In short, process evaluation
considers the entire educational enterprise in
action."

far as it goes, this definition is useful. However, it does

not specify what will be measured, and how.

There are three types of varial'es to be studied in the

process'evaluation. These are:

School-Related Variables

Included in thib category are school res roes
related to students, e.g., total cost per pupil,
or number of.library books per pupil. These
factors strongly affect the learning environment
and the educational programs implemented.

Classroom-Centered Variables

Included in this category are variables such as
teacher style and instructional techniques.
Some instrumentation has already been developed
in this type of-evaluation and is being used by
individual counties.

Other School Variables

Included here are a multitude of diverse variables
ranging from the school leadership hierarchy to
the availability and quantity okinstructiona
materials and media.
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These variables will be discussed in greater detail

s.

in 'Appendix G.

An important strategy associated with the intended pro-

cess evaluation is to tie in its results with the ITBS residuals

obtained under the assessment component of the accountability

model. This strategy provides for the implementation of the

process evaluation beginning in those schools which fall in the

extreme ends of the ITBS residual score distributions. In this

manner, it is hoped that exemplary programs will be identifieci,

as well as areas in which special resources are needed.

1.6 Maryland's Future in Accountability

1.6.1 What Do the Results'of the Maryland Accountability

Assessment Program Show?

.
In the 1974-75 school year,, Maryland's average perform-

ance in most of the achievement skill areas was slightly below

the national average. On the other hand,-Maryland's average perfor-

mance in the ability area shoWed a progressive increase through the

grades (see Chapter 4, Tables 2 and 2A, pp. 86-89).

4The ate average scores in vocabulary, reading corn-
s

prehension, language total, and mathematical total over the

four grades tested were within one'standard deviation above the

mean and one standard deviation below the mean, or where 68% of the

national norm grdup scores were distributed. In Gradeg`3 and 5,

Maryland's performance closely approximates the national performance.

There is a tendency, however, for Maryland's scores to depart from

the national norms in the higher grades. In the 7th and 9th

grades the averalls scores are about one-half of a standard

5 3

25



deviation below the national norm. The diop from the 5th to

7th grades is most noticeable. The fact 'that scores drop as
£71

we go up the grades is not unique to Maryclind. There is a
trend in the same direction nationwide. It is reflected also

in the continuing drop of SAT scores in Maryland and nationwide

(see Appendix C).

While several years, at least five, of data
.

need to be collected before upward or downward fluctuations can

be meaningfully interpreted, theAecline observed in Year I data

at the state level regarding student performance in the basic

skill areas of reading, mathematics, and language arts,, as measured

by the Iowa Tests,of Basic Skills, is once again demonstrated
in Year II results. Moreover,when an analysis of covariance

was performed on the state level data, which took the shifts

in nonverbal Ability into accoun , the positive differences,

reported in Table 2A, disappeare . This means that the li-

served increases in the Year II data were not as large ag

might have been expected on the basis of the increase in non-

verbal ability. (See Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, Table 2A.)

Opposite Table 2A, there is a discussic and analysis of the

Year II results in a "question and answer" format.

Discussion of the MAP results at the system and

school levels is provided in the narrative reports that

precede the Local School System Level -- Accmietability

Assessment Information. (See Chapter 4, Section 4.2.) This

material wasprepared and submitted for publication in the

MAP Report by each Local Education Agency (LEA).

On the basis of this assessment information and the

identification in other tables of schools which are scoring

well above or below the norm forMaryland schools serving

26
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students similar in ability test scores, no informedbroad

decisions can be made by governmental entities or educational;

'authorities for educational programmodification.' Additional

information must be assembled, analyzed, and, interpreted.' At .

least two types of,additional information are needed:

Results from a process evaluation of thecopera-
tions of educational proarams identified as,
attended by grades scoring extremely high or

',low. (Operations are characteristics of oroaramS
that seem capable of affecting student outcomes,

which include educational interventions, learn-
ing experiences, curricula, teacher style, and
instructional techniques.)

Results from tests designed expressly to assess
the attainment of additional insttlictional ob-
jectives in Maryland schools.

-

,Hopefully, as adequate resources are made available,

these two types of information will become increasingly, avail -

able for uSe by decicronmakers at all levels.
<,

Ip the meantime, one can only speculate as to the

reasons for'the standing of. Maryland schools among the schools

of the national normina sample and among themselves. ,Only

detailed study of individual schools and their progtams and-an

expanded approach to assessment can contribute to better under7

sta g of the,quality of the work of Maryland schools:

Accordingly, it is proposed that public education take
4

a more penetrating loOk at its goals, programs, educational out-

comes, and evaluation rocedures. However, it is,also proposed

that far-reiching-decisions related to,prograin modification and

resource allocation await
1information that will'pernarsuch

decisions to be informed rather than intuitive ones.

1c,

r:
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1.6.2. Further Developments in Accountability

It'is, appropriate to ask at this point: What is re-
quired for the future program of accountability in the state and
what needs to be achieved beyond this reporting of accountability
assessment results to the Governor and the General Assembly?

Accountability can be said to exist When thi,followingo

conditions have been met: (1) the state goals of edualtion re-
, flect the educational needs and interests of the population; (2)

current student status, recent progress, and needed improvement
in each goal arRkare matters of public record and specific ob-
jectives for improving the current status have been adopted; (3)

programs to achieve specific objectives have been implemented;
and (4) the cost of programs, i.e., 'the cost of achieving goals
and objectives, is a matter of public record.

The emphasis of the MAP during the first two years has
focused on the setting of goals and objectives at all. three levels
of public education -- state, school system,*and individual school --

,an4 on implementing a uniform assessment prograM. However, two'
equally important components of the MAP,that have received less
public attention are the Process Evaluation and Program Cost Com-
ponents. During the 1974-75 school year, research proposals have
been dev?loped by ,Ate Education Agency (SEA) and Local,Education
Agency, (I.E.A) staff members working together to explore the effects

0 Of educationalproceis variables, such as program organization,
methods of instruction, and student - peer - teacher interactions on
achievement. (See Appendix G for more details.) 'Similarly,.co-

e
operative activities by state and local officials are under way
to introduce new financial reporting procedures. The proposed
revisions appear in the Maryland Financial Reporting Manual and

.. are.described in detail in Chapter 5.. They'are viewed as a neces-
sary first step in the development of a cost-effectiveness model
for Maryland public school programs.
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This year's MAP Report also provides the Maryland

public ith an introduction to accountability activities in two

new areas{ Special Education and Pupil Services. While Special

Edvation schools do not participate in the Maryland Account-
1 ability Assessment Prqgram, state and local officials have

,or" recogniZed'the need for development of appropriate assessment

measures and for special education programs and services. In

Chapter-6, SEA6 and'LEA special education program activities

are reviewed, as are present plans by the state department and

selected local education sytems, to develop evaluation studies

of educational programs for handicapped children. At the same

,time, Chapter 7 provides an introduction to state. and local

efforts towards the developMent of a comprehensive pupil ser-

vices accountability-planning system.

The rationale for accountability and assignment of

functions should strengthen and maintain state-local relation-
,-

ships in the model system of public education that was estab-

lished in Maryland in the past. For many years, Maryland has

enjoyed a healthy balance of state and local responsibility for

education. Local initiative, along with financial equalization

aid and other state services, has been fruitful for public edu--

cation in Maryland. This balance between state and local

responsibility should not be destroyed, but rather valued and

fostered as the accountability program progresses.

State responsibility will need, initially, to focus on

objectives pertaining to performance i the skill areas specified

in the state law, and local school sy6tems should be encouraged

to establish objectives and evaluation procedures patterned to

local needs and concerns in public education.

6 State Education Agency is synonymous with the Maryland. State
Department of Education.

F., 7
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Turing the 1974-75 school year, a major innovation
under the Maryland Accountability Program involved the initia-
tion of the Maryland Alternative Accountability Pilot Project.7
Under joint sponsorship of the Maryland State Department of
Education, the Maryland State Teachers Association and the
National Education Association, six schools in three Maryland
school systems8 have been developing alternative assessment/

'

accountability techniques for use at the school level in lieu
of the state mandated assessment program. The pilot project
will continue through June 1976, when an independent evaluation
will be conducted to review the outcomes of the efforts of
the six pilot schools, and to determine whether the project
merits gn extension and expansion under National Institute of
Education support.

Implicit in the concept of accountability is the need
for disclosure of all available information about the educational
enterprise, communicated in such a way as to enable the general
public to develop informed opinions about the public schools and
recommendations for legislation with regard to the improvement
of the quality of education in Maryland.9 It is in the spirit
of disclosure that this report is offerea.

7See Maryland Alternative Accountability Pilot Project Report:Phase I, Maryland State Department of Educationi'Division of
Research, Evaluation And Information Systems, Accountability
Section, NakreMber 1975.

8For additional information on the participating schools, se 7-
local school system narrative reports, Section 4.2.2 Ap.:71-e7r;
Arundel County, 4.2.4 Baltimore County, and 4.2.17 Prince
George's County.

9To assist the reader in the use and understanding of the MAP
assessment data and tables, a new chapter has been added to
this year's report. Definition of terms, sources of data,
explanation of special elements and symbols, such as the
asterisk (*), and instructions for interpreting the tables
are provided in Chapter 3, pp. 60-75.
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CHAPTER 2 MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION;

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND OBJECTIVES

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe in summary fash-

ion the degree to which the Maryland State Department of Education

(WOE) achieved its major objectives in Fiscal Year 1975, and to lay

out the principal objectives for Fiscal Year'1976.

The key term is "summary." Only those objectives which

are believed to be of general interest-have been selected for dis-

cussion. For a more detailed examination of-accomplishments in

1975, the reader is referred to the FY 1975 Program Evaluation

port. The objectives for 1976 are contained in the State Depart-

ment of Eduction's Short-Range and Long-Range Plans for FY 1976 -

FY 1985. These titto documents are prepared annually for transmittal o

to the State Departments, of Planning, and Budget and Fiscal Services

and are available at the Maryland State Department of Education,

Office of Planning Services. The material that follows wawa,-

stracted from these documents.

This 'section of the, report is presented in five parts

which represent the five functional areas of,actiVity .of the

Maryland State Department of Education. They are:

Educational Programs;

Public Library Programs;

Vocational Rehabilitation Programs;

General Management; and

Program Support Services.

0
Each part lists some of the actual accomplishments in that

functional area for Fiscal Year 1975 and the objectives for Fiscal

Year 1916.



2.2 State Department's Major Functional Activities

2.2.1 Educational Programs

A. Early'Childhbod Education

Actual Program Performance

1. Provided technical assistance in planning and
implementing early childhood education programs
through the services of two early childhood
education specialists and one coordinator.

2. Conducted a four-day Maryland State Department
of Edtcation Early Childhood Education Summer
Institute entitled "Articulation Between Pre-
kindergarten, Kindergarten and First Grade"
involving supervisors, assistant superintend-
ents, principals, teachers and supportive ser-
vice personnel from 23 local educatiOg'agencies
(LEA).

3. Increased parent involvement in the total early
childhood education program, particularly in
the classroom, and participation in developing
reinforcement packages for "take-home" pur-
poses.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Assist LEA's in diagnosing and prescribing the
basic skilLs needed .for educational developMent
of young children in prekindergarten programs.

2. Provide the opportunity for early childhood
education programs to followup on the.Early
Childhood EducationSummer Institute, en-
titled "Articulation Between Prekindergarten,
Kindergarten and First Grade " in individual
counties and on a regional sis.

3. Aid in the:development and refinement of early
childhood education curricula materials in the
numerous centers located throughout the state.
These curricula materials are needed for
initiating new early childhood education
centers, refining ebtablished programs and;
responding to rOquests.

GO
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B. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Regular Ser-
vices (m, students of all ages and characteristics)

Actual Program Performance

1. Instructed an additional 500 teachers'in the
use of the new health education 'curriculum.

2. Developed eight media support packages to ac-
company the health education curriculum for
use in classroom instruction and inservice
training.

3. Trained 100 teachers to increase students'/
knowledge of political processes and servAes
of local governments.

4. Published and distributed a resource guide of
appropriate activities to assist the public
and nonpublic schools in Maryland in their
plans for celebration of the National Bi-
centennial. This publication won a national
award.

5.- Completed and secured approval for the State
Plan for Metrication.

6. Published and'idistributed_the interdisciplinary
curriculum framework for environmental educa-
tion for use by local school systems.

7. Cbmpleted revisions to criterion-referenced
tests for basic skills in reading. The tests
were given in pilot school systems.

8. Completed the four filmstrips and manuals for
teachers of basic ski s in functional reading.

9. Completed.initiation4pf programs for early
identification of arning problems in 17
school systems.

4 t

10. Completed the preparation of guidelines by
which individual schools may measure the ef-
fectiveness of their total reading program.

11. Trained 450 supervisors aqd principals to im-
prove their skill in functional reading pro-
gramming.
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12. Trained 150 trainers of reading volunteers.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Develop and approve a se.E.of statewide goals
and objectives K-12 in four subject areas.

2. Develop and disseminate basic policy and
guidelines for instructional programs in four
subject matter areas.

3. Develop and field test an instrument that can
be used to evaluate a total school program in
reading.

4. Cause tolow developed and implemented, in 14
counties and Baltimore City, a program whereby
each student entering his first year in any
kindergarten or first grade is evaluated for
the purpose of identifying learning disabilities.

5. Develop a model training program for teachers
using the filmstrips, tapes, and teacher's re-
source manual for functional reading.

6. Develop teaching-learning packages for students
and teachers to use in the study of natural or
urban areas in environmental education.

7. Develop and implement inservice programs to
train kindergarten and first grade teachers
in 15 school systems to screen and diagnose
learning problems of children.

8. Develop and implement inservice programs to
train kindergarten and-first grade teachers in
15 school systems to modify or developinter-
vention programs to meet the needs of pupils
with learning problems.

9. Develop and implement an inservice program to
train the metric coordinators designated by
the local superintendents of schools.

10.' Develop and implement programs for the highly
able readers at all levels.

11. Develop programs for the students with severe
reading problems.
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12. Plan and conduct bilingual and bicultural
training programs for teachers and admini-
strators in Regions I and II.

13. Plan and implement an awareness program for
teachers, and adminiStrators, parents, and
the public to present the latest knowledge,
trends, and curricular programs for the gifted
and talented.

14. Develop a plan to completely revise the program
of social studies for Grades K-12.

15. Develop a five -year schedule for planning state
and regional conferences and seminars in the
various curricular ateas.

16. Hold a fall conference for directors of school- ,

community centers programs.

C. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Pupil Ser-
vices

Actual Progrant Performance

1. Published and disseminated the Career Education
Resource notebook and the Foreign Language/
Career Education brochure.

2.. Proposed bylaws on pupil records and suspension/
expulsion to the State Board of Education.

3. Revised and published the Curriculum for Stu -2
dent Development.

4. Held a state cp ference on open educational
settings and fo arded recommendations to MSDE.

5. Completed the A napolis Guidance ProjectiRe-
port.

6., Completed a first draft of the PupiloServices
Accountability document.

7. Completed and published a joint report on
high school-college articulation with the
Maryland Council on Higher Education.

B. Appointed a Student, Needs Assessment Task
Force which has Completed its dada gathering
phase.

3
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FY 1976 Objectives

1. Develop and conduct cooperatively with the
Maryland AsSociation of Student Councils two
statewide student conventions.

. Complete evaluations of status of local student
responsibility and rights documents.

3. Provide (with Maryland Leadership Workshop)
training in leadership skills for 240 students.

4. Complete training of 150 educators in organiza-
tion, planning, and curriculum development re-
lated to needs of special' population' i.e.,
girls and women, minorities and the handicapped.

D. Elementary and'Secondary Education -- Handicapped

Actual Program Aerformance

1. Improved and expanded the Special Services
Information System for data,on the handi-
capped.

2. Trained 1,264 regular teachers in concepts of
special education.

3. Organized one more parent-infant project for.
hearing impaired, for a current total, of four.

4. Improved skills of 20 teachers of severely and
profoundly handicapped children under a
Federal program which`will be further expanded.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Evaluate 100 percent of the educational pro-
grams in state institutions through the
utilization of an interagency team of pro-
fessionals.

2. Perform a Maryland State Department of Educa-
tion evaluation by professional staff in 50
percent of the out-of-state facilities which
enroll Maryland students.

C4
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Train 80 teachers to work with severely and
profoundly handicapped children ii public
education programs.

4. Train 1000 elementary educators to work in
the regular classroom with children having
mild to moderate handicapping conditions.

Elementary and Secondary Education Handicapped,
Vocational

Actual Program Performance

1. Developed a booklet entitled Maryland's Handi-

capped. This booklet is presently being dis-
u ed throughout Maryland and other states

on request.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Provide consultant services for the inservice
training of 25 personnel concerned with the
instruction of disadvantaged persons in coopera-
tive vocational education programs and special
vocational education programs.

2. Develop and'disseminate information and
materials connected with inservice training'
programs for personnel providing vocational
education for disadvantaged persons.

3. Review and approve program. proposals submitted
in terms of instructional staff, coutse content,
physical facilities, and equipment to determine
conformance with program goals and priorities
and compliance with the state plan.

4. Assist participating LEA's in the development
of cufriculum, determination of institutional
methods, and selection oCeducational aids to
effectively serve the vocational needs of per-
sons with special needs.

. Include in the development of the state plan
particular emphasis on programs, services,'and
activities for persons with special needs.
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6. Monitor and evaluate five percent of the dis-
advantaged and handicapped programs in opera-
tion to determine whether student needs are
being met.

7. Provide. work experiences for young persons
from low income families.in order to enhance
their future employability and provide, in
part, financial means for them to continue
their education.

F. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Disadvantaged

Actua. Program Performance

1. Undertook the initial steps to develop the
needs assessment handbook, including holding
a statewide meeting of Title I, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), staff and
local Title I coordinators. Liaison was esta-
blished with other divisions and agencies in
order to obtain informatio'n relevant to the
needs assessment handbook.

2. Developed procedures for maintaining compar=
ability through the updating and dissemination
of guidelines and regulations as well as
through monitoring visits. Comparability has
been maintained in all LEA's.

3. Increased the inttolvement of parents in the
Title I program i all LE2k's through regional
meetings, dissemikaation, and intercounty
visitations.

4. The division has adopted a very simple system
which has reduced the time required to perform
services.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Develop a needs assessment handbook for use
by the LEA's.

2. Develop a procedute for maintaining compar-
a0.1ity through the updating of guidelines,
dissemination of guidelines to LEA's, and
monitoring comparability through reports
and visits to LEA's.
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3. Implement the consolidation of Title III,

Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) under Public Law 93-380.

4. Develop supplementary centers and services so
that these supplementary centers and services
relate directly to the critical educational
needs in Maryland that have been designated
priority areas by the Maryland State Board
of Education.

5. Help the staff of LEA's to determine critical
educational needs and to develop proposals to
provide solutions to these needs.

d

G. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Disadvantaged,
Vocational

Actual Program Performance

1. Utilized funds from Part H of the Vocationa1/41

Education Act for'vocational students who had

an economic need. Funds were allocated so
that these students could continue their
educations.

2. Implemented seven new programs to serve
vocational education needs of disadvantaged
students in trades and industry, business and
office, 'cooperative education and health.

FY 1976 Objectives

(See E. above)

,

H. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Gifted and

Talented

Actual Program Performance

1. Assisted Howard, Montgomery, Anne 'Arundel,

Baltimore City, and Prince George's Counties
in developing programs for gifted and talented

students.

2. Extended program offerings in the Maryland
Center for the Arts to include creative writipg

and gymnastics.

C,
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3. Held first State Conference for the Gifted'
and ialented in November 1974. Three hurldred
paints, students, teachers, and administrators
attended.

:FY 1976 Objectives

1. Complete a 'seminar for supervisors of reading
in the 24 local school systems.

2. Hold state and re4iOnal conferences.

3. Offer programs for the gifted and talented,in
six local school systems.

I. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Vocationalr
Technical

Actual Program Performance

1. .Provided funds to assist local education
agencies in maintenance, expansion, and
initiatiomof new occupational programs as
identified in local plans. More than 183,893

. secondary students were served in vocational
education progrhms.

2. Developed a booklet entitled "Maryland's
Handicapped," in conjunction with Special
education.

3. Planned and funded a new maritime program for
implementationat the Maryland Training School.

4. Established a vocational evaluation (assess-
ment) program at the Maryland Children's
CeAter.

5. Implemented 14 cooperative education programs
with an average enrollment of 35 students.
All programs started are to continue into
Fiscal Year 1975"with increased enrollment
in each program area.

* 6. Held conferences and workshops throughout
the state for approximately 750 administrators
and teachers concerned with vocational educa-
tion.

68
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FY1976 Objectives

1.. Dgvelon the Maryland State P1:n1 fel. Voca-
tional-Technical Educ4tion.

Help to. plan and ass'istLEA's to, conduct I
applicable.inservice'training prograMS for
vocational - technical- personnel.-

3. Coordinate activities for vocational teathet
evaluation programs in the state in the
'Niarioug'yoCational program areas as indicated
in the'Oateplan.

'

4. Part.itipatein the.coordinqte curricu lum
developthent activities and programs in the
LEA's an the various vocational, program areas
as indicated in local long range and annual
petans,

Assist new and expanding industries within
the state by prolUding training progtams for
newvempioyees.

6. Implement a program of consumer education
for students.

. Elementary and Secondary Education Supplementary
Services

Actual Program Performance

'i. Performed duties.at the state level in con-
nection with foUr Title III projects in human :

relations, six in early childhood education,
three in,career education, on,e in improved
teacher .raining apd certification, four in
education of the handicapped, and two in
guidance,and counseling,

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Imipliment and consolidated Title III under
'1,11ablic Law 93' -380.

2. Develop supplementary centers aneservces
within the legislative context indicated in
Section la so that these supplementary centers
and services relate directly to the critical

9
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educational needs,in Maryland that have been
designated'priority areas by MSDE.

3. Help the staff of,LEA's to determine, critical
educational needs and to developlproposals
to provide soautions to these needs.

K. Adult Education - General Adult Education

`Actual Program Performance

1. Increased the number of participants from
59,278 in 1974 to an, estiMated 72,000 par-
ticipants in 1975.

2. `Offered credit courses at seven institutions:
'Coppin State Colleges Frostburg State College,
Johns Hopkins University, Morgan State

. University, Towson. State, Salisbury State,
and University of Maryland.

Increased by 20' percent the number of in-
duCtrial,sites,or agencies which co-sponsor
adult continuing education programs for
employees.

4. Increased.the number of adults enrolled in
Adult Basic Education from 16,051 in 1974 to
18,756 in .1975. This represents a 16 percent
increase in'enrollment.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. -Evalieatethe effectiveness of the Adult Basic
,Educiltion/Instructional Television teacher
training series within the state and nationally.

2. Revise the state Adult Basic Education Plan
to meetcurrent Federal program regulations
as determined and approved by the Maryland
State Board of Education and the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education.

3. Increase by 10 percent the number of orkshops,
seminars, and conferences designed to improve
local administrative competencies in.adult
educatiOn administration, curriculum develop-
ment, and\emergency preparedness.
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4. Assist six 'higher education.institutions in
Maryland in establishing a core Of Adult
Education bourses.

L. Adult Education -- General Educational Development
(Testing Program),

Actual Prograth Performance

1. Exceeded the goal,of expanding from 16 test
centers to 18. The procram was eventually
expanded to 21 test centers.

2. Provided testing services for 15,323 examinees.
This was 3,323 more than,3pticipated.

FY 1976 Objectives

'-1. Continue to provide General Educational
Development (GED) testing.servicee to quali-
fied Maryland residents as mandated by
statute.

2. ,Provide GED testing services of all military
personnel stationed in Maryland per the request
of United States Department of Defense (DOD).

M. Adult Education -- Vocational-Technical

Actual Program Performance

1. Provide more than 300 additional students with
postsecondary occupational education and ap-,
proximately 25 new associate degree and/or
certificate, occupational programs.

2. Allocated more than $200,000 to 16, local educa-
tion agencies for approved adult vocational
education courses and programs.

3. Allocated funds for more than $1,790,000 for
,postsecondary education to,the 16 community
colleges as compared with approximately
$1,500,000 in ,the preceding fiscal year.

4. Developed and implemented two-new adult busi-
ness education programs to provide employment
training for the inmates of the Division of
Corrections.

71
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FY 1976 Objectives

1. Provide leadership, management, and special
services to expedite the effective operation
of the state occupational education system
by allocating resources to maintain the
operation of state levelservices necessary
for the planning, operation, and reporting
in compliance with all applicable laws, rules,
regulations, and State Board of Education
priorities.

2. Maintain and operate a management information
system, including 16"subsystems.

3.. Develop and implement the Maryland State Plan
for Vocational-Technical Education for the
coming fiscal year.

4. Assist each local educational agency to develop
and implement both an approved long range and .

an annual plan for vocational-technical educa-
tion for the coming fiscal year.

5. Monitor five percent Of the vocational-techni-
cal programs in the state in order to deter-
mine the future direction of existing programs.

6. Maintain, update, and disseminate manpower
information by occupation based on current
population and labor market information for
use in program planning and evaluation.

7.' Review and approve for allocation vocational
programs in Appalachia within the budget
available under the Appalachia Act.

N: Community Schools

Acttal Program Performance

Funded 588 school-community ce9ers in the
24 locarschool systems.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Provide consultative service to all school-
community centers as requested.

"2
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2. lHold a state Conference for the educational
and recreational directors of school-com-
munity center programs.

2.2.2. Public Library Programs

Public Library Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Presented the potential of Information and
Referral Services to all 24 public library
systems in the state.. Twenty. of the systems
indicated a desire to inaugurate,. an. Informa-
tion and Referral Center in their system.
Six library systems, with the assistance of
the aivision's staff specialist, formulated
plans for developing these services and re-
ceived funding under the Library Services and-
Construction Act for implementation Of the
plans.

2. Filled 76 percent of film requests, and 55 per-
cent of requests for printed materials through
the State LibraryResource Center.

3.. Developed, published, and distributed a Master
Plan for Libraries which was approved by the
Governor and the Advisory Council on Libraries.
This plan will serve as a guide for the develop-
ment of library services' during the nexA five
years.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Formulate and conduct a field test of a plan-
ning model in three public library systems.

2. Complete the activities of the committee for
formulating public library standards,

3. Collect and analyze information and data on
public library programs.

4. Evaluate Federal and state funded pilot pro-
.jects for service to the disadvantaged.

5. Formulate guidelines and plans for library
service to the aging.

P--1Qtl
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6. Design.an outline for developing a file of
services available for each county government.

7. Develop and implement a plan for serving the
library needs of blind and physically handi-
capped college students.

B. Increase the number of readers-who are'eligible
to use the Library of the Physically Handi
Capped.-

2.2.3 'Vocational Rehabilitakion Programs

5

A. Placement, Guidance and Case Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Served 42,999disabled (10 perdent of goal),
and rehabilitated 8,416 .persons (101 percent
of goal) under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

2. Served 3,016 (112 percent of goal), and re-
habilitated"285 persons (95 percent of goal)
under the Beneficiary Rehabilitation-Program.

3.. Served 1,975 (21 percent of goal), and re-
habilitated 168 persons (168 percent of goal)
under the Supplemental Security Income Pro-
gram.

4. Served 2,962 persons (95 percent of goal),
and rehabilitated 537 persons (107 percent
of goal) under other programs.

5. Served 14,514 severely disabled citizens (66
percent of goal) and rehabilitated 3,536 (104
percent of goal).

6. Served 10,000 Public' Astistance recipients
(94.percent of goal), and rehabilitated 1,788

'v (94 percent of goal).

FY 1976 Objectives

1. For the traditional 16 major disability cate-
gorieb in which the division has prime concern,
the number to be served and rehabilitated are
shown on the following page:

74
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2. For the severely disabled as follows:

To Be Served To Be Rehabilitated/

29,400 9,500
/

/

To Be Served To Be ear

1976 16,500 3,800

B. Disability Determination

Actual Program Performance

1. Exceeded the goals established by adjud eating
51,207 disability determinations (122 ercent
of goal), and referring 13,406 cases ( 68 per-
cent of goal) to Vocational Rehabilit tion r

services. In addition, the Maryland is-
ability Determination Program was ra ked a
one of the top five in the nation i adjd
cating claims per manyear.

2. Completed the full implementation of t e
Supplemented Security Income Program, hich
became an integral part of the Disab' ity

Determination Program.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Adjudicate 58,500 claims and ref r 11,700 per-

sons to the'Department of Vocational Reha-
bilitation.

2. Add reconsideration interviews and due-pro-
cess interviews through field visits to the
local Social Security Offices.

C. Rehabilitation Center

Actual Program Performance

1. Admitted 768 clients and provided services for
an additional 1,013 persons.

2. Achieved an average datly census of 269 clients.

I t)
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3. Served 51 spinal cord injured clients and an
additional 98 severely disabled persons in

the Spinal Cord Program,

4. Provided evaluation services to 563 clients.

5. Provided training services to 550'clients.

FY 1976 Objectives

Provide services to 1,220 of those served;
place 1,100 in employment.

2.2.4 General Management
0-

A. Departmental Planning

Actual Program Performance

1. Gave training in planning skills to approxi-
mately 125 local school system and state
hospital personnel with responsibility for
special education.

2. Developed two short and long range plans

for the department.

3. Initiated a study of alternative futures

for education in Maryland.

4. Provided technical planning assistance as
requested; provided service with respect to
specific projects to all 24 local school sys-
tems and all 10 MSDE Divisions.

5. Completed basic planning and evaluation system
guidelines for Maryland public schools.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Coordinate planning at all levels to ensure

the development of comprehensive plans to
address identified needs.

2. Provide group and individualized staff de-
velopment programs in planning and evaluation
for MSDE and local school system administrative
and supertvisory personnel.
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3. Assist six local school systems with the im-
plementation of systematic, comprehensive,
planning procedures with respect to a program
or programs of local selection.

4. Design procedures for an annual assessment of
consultive services required with regard to
the local development or implementation of
school system management improvement projects.

B. Fiscal Planning and. Distribution of Resources

Actual Program Performance

1. Developed.and presented a computer model for
collecting costs for educational management
to the Cooperative Accountability Project
meeting in Miami and Denver. This model is
ready for the testing phase.

2. Expanded the auditing function to include
audits of Federal programs funded under ESEA
Title I, made an analysis of the local audit
reports and submitted critiques to the appro-
priate county superintendents.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Initiate a study of five-year budget planning.

2. Change and improve the financial reporting
system by achieving instant entry of financial
data into computer and instant retrieval of
information.

C. Department Personnel Management

Actual Program Performance

1. Solicited employment transcripts from local
educational agencies on all employees eligible
for the transfer of service credit for sick
and annual leave purposes.

2. Established and completed a source data card
system on race, sex, salary, job assignment,
and job location for all employees of the
Department.

F4
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FY 1976 Objectives

Improve services pertaining.to,fair employment
practices and equal employment opportunity.
Attainment'of this objective will be deter-
mined by the hiring and promotion of women
and minorities to fill positions at the higher
policy and decisionmaking levels and by re-
duced.incidence in the filing of grievances..

D. Staff Services: Publications

Actual Program Performance

Produced all publications scheduled for pro-
duction during the fiscal year.

FY 1976 Objectives

Publish new edition of the Laws, the Directory
and Annual Report. Also, publish materials on
drugs, health, early childhood, and, a history
of vocational rehabilitation.

2.2.5 Program Support Services

A. Human Relations

Actual Program Performance

1. Rendered assistance to all local school sys-
tems requesting it. (That activity increased
substantially over the previous year.)

2. Participated and assisted in summer workshop
to develop human relations curriculum.

FY 1976 objectives

1. Reduce confrontations, reduce tensions, and
improve group understanding. By the end of
1976,.90 percent of the schools will function
without any demonstrations or confrontations
due to the desegregation of schools.
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Provide institutes in human relations skills
for SEA and LEA staffs. Six institutes and/
or conferences will have been provided for
Human Relations staffs throughout the state.

B. Field Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Conducted 36 regional meetingsleight regional
conferences, and a statewide leadership con-
ference. "Tho.

2. Collected, analyzed and organized input from
participants in regional conferences, on gradu-
ation requirements and submitted data to MSDE
staff.

3. Developed and disseminated bicentennial re-
sources publication for Maryland teachers.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Deliver consultative and liaison services re-
quested and required.

2. Oiganize a professional leadership conference
....for school administrators.

C. School Media Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Conducted educational agency inservice train-
ing, i.e., FrederAp4 County, production;
Calvert County, ?fanning media programs;
Garrett County, media services in open
schools; and Baltimore City, media workshop.

. Conducted two regional ethnic and cultural
workshops.

3. Conducted statewide facility workshop to pro-
vide guidance for local agencies in design of

media facilities.
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4. Conducted statewide educational technology
fair.

e

5. Condudted three-day seminar for media aild
reading supervisors lion reading programs for
the gifted and talented.

FY 19'76 Objectives

1. Complete research study on the state of newer
media hardware utilization.

2. Complete report on long range planning for
media technology in Maryland.

3. Assist all local school systems, nonpublic
schools, and colleges and universities with
information needed to develop sound media
programs.

D. Instructional Television

Actual Program Performance

1. Provided 213 cassetted lessons of 17 series
and the allied. manuals (Western Maryland and
Southern Maryland ITV Project).

2. Published a schedule booklet for the teachers
of Maryland and aired 55 series via telecast.

3.. Included three art series in the Channel 28
area schedule. Attendant, manuals were sup-
plied for these series.

4. Publishe4,and distributed 30,000 copies of
the teacher0' ITV schedule book.

5. Produced 10 lessons in Reading I and seven
lessons in Reading II and nine lessons in,
Reading III after pilots were developed and
evaluated and each of the three reading series.
These lessons and the attendant manual
materials were evaluated for revision and
continuing production of other lessons.

6. Conducted seven three-day workshops for
uti]4;ation of the 55 series for seven of
the LEA's.

0
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FY 1976 Objectives

1. Complete the content for=the four reading
series.

2. Publish and copyright the manual for the
Afro-American Perspective series and the
Basic Education: Te4ching the Adult series.

3. Complete the production and pilot broadcast
of 60 lessons in the Reading I, II, III
series; complete the production and pilot
broadcast of seven lessons of Reading IV.

E. Research and Evaluation

Actual Program Performance

1. Prepared, .publihed and disseminated the
Maryland Accountability Program Report to
the Governor and General Assembly by January 29,
1975.

2. Refined the Maryland Accountability Assessment
Program on the basis of Spring 1974 assessment
experience through the publication of a re-
vised manual of assessment procedures require-
ments.

3. Supported further developmental activities on
the part of state/local goals and objectives
committees in matnematics, reading, and writing.

4. Secured approval of the developmental action
plan, for the Assessment Component of the
Maryland Accountability Program.

5. Piloted three evaluation systems with a view
to general use across the state in vocational/
technical education.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Conduct the Assessment Component of the
Maryland Accountability Program.

E
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2. Publish and disseminate an issue of Review of
Educational Research.

3. Coordinate vocational education research in
Maryland.

4. Provide consultative sery s to LEA's in the
area of research and evalu'ation in vocational
education. Attainment will 1Q6 signaled by a
comparison between requests for service and
the delivery of agreed upon services.

5: Provide internal consultative services to the
MSDE in the area of research and evaluation.

F. Information Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Completed the programming required to produce
the State Aid Reports on May 27, 1975.

2. Completed the programming to produce two re-
,

ports:

(a) Professional staff by certificate;,
by experience and by degree status.

(b) Distribution of salary by, selected
professional positions.

3. Redesigned and reprogrammed the old High
School Equivalence System.

4. Processed 67 new and revised forms.

5. Implemented the following projects:

(a) To develop a records retention
policy and plan of action.

(b) To consolidate MSDE forms with
assistance from LEA representa-
tives.

6. Issued releases on enrollment, staff, finan-
cial and salary schedule information as near'
as possible to desired schedyles. A new

(
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statistical publication din pupil transportation
was also released. Factors affecting the main-
tenance of,schedules at 'local and state leY.els
were the increasing number and complexity of
informatiOn requests, the availability of
qualified staffs, and the computerization of
'data -- both in programming and retrieval.

7. Prepared reports on graduate plans and graUu-
ate followup and distributed data to LEA's.

_;FY 1976 Objectives

1. -Develop and implement management information,
systr-plans for an integrated local-state-
Federal inforination network, incorporating
the' improvement of dissemination of research
and management information and the'reduction
of'unnecessary burdens on data sources.

)),

Manage the pOpil membership, certificated
staff, and financial data systems.

2.

3. Review, evaluate,.and revise MSDE data sys-,
teems in light ,of retrisiona published. by
U.S. Office ofi,EduCation in the, liEndbook
Series.

a I
4. Conduct thecNigh:'School Graduate F,oilowup

Study.

5. Provide management support for the,trans-
portation aid program.

G. Accreditation of Schools and Programs
..b

Actual Program Performance

1.6 Provided consultative services prior to apt
w,proval and/or accreditation for 476 school9
and programs.

4

Conducted approximately 500 onsite'evalua-
on visits prior to approyal,to determine
oilMance with applicable statutes, stand-

ards, rules, and ations.-

Cl
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3. Conducted approximately 1,160 reevaluation
visits after approval to determine continued
compliance with 'applicable statutes, stand-
ards, rules, and regulatibns.

4. Provided consultative services for the improve-.
ment of schools and programs for approximately
565 schools and programs.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Evaluate all teacher education programs
(approximately 50) scheduled for revisit
during this fiscal-year.

2. Develop standardS for the approval of com-
petency based teacher education programs.

3. Determine the eligibility for approval of, all
nongublic schdols in Maryland which are sub-
ject to regulations by the Maryland State
Department of Education.

H. Teacher Certification

Actual Program Performance

Issued 20,000 certificates either as renewal,
initial, -or advanced professipnal certificates.

FY 1976 Objectives.

'1. Evaluate the credentials received from appli-
cants and make appropriate determinations of
certification status for all applicants for
theMaryland Teaching' Certificate.

2. Complete a study of needed modification of
the present record keeping system.

I. ,Transportation

Actual Program Performance

Developed two school bus driver training
packages namely, "Pre -Trip School Vehicle
,Check" and "Driving Fundamentals.". Also,
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completed guidelines to a'asurecOmpliance
With the Maryland Occupational Safetyand'
_Health Act, organized workshops for implement
ing Safety Instructional Systems in about
one-halfof the local school systems, and
stored data for each child enrolled.in driver
education for research arid evaluation purposes.

FY 1976 Objectives

Provide all students With-adequate learning
experiences in the area-of safety so that
they are able to cope with their enviroh-
ment. Attainmeht of this objective will
be determined by instructing teachers and
students about the hazards connected with
laboratory and playground activities and
by periodic reviews of facilities to assure
that potential hazards hive been reduced.

J. Food Seri/ice

Actual Program Performance

1. Increased participation in the following pro-

grams:

Programs FL,1972 FY 1975

Non-Program Schools 58 72

Meals served to -children-3-211;279 338,566

Children in preschool
centers 5,8-65 18,201

Meals served to elderly
citizens 0 874

2. Expanded the Health Education Workshops on
Nutrition to elementaKy school teachers in
the four regions to bring about a greater
awareness of the need;;for good nutrition
amdng school Ohildren,and its importance to

othe learning climate f the student.

a
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FY 1976 Objectives

1. Provide meals without cost to children in
public and nonpublic schools.

2., Provide food service for ,the elderly by' work-
ing Cooperatively with other agencies.

3. Work with Federal and state legislators for the
`adoption of permanent legislation.



CHAPTER 3 HOW TO USE THE MARYLAND

ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM REPORT

3.1 Introduction.,

The, purpose of this chapter is to facilitate a .clear

understanding of the content and procedures used in the MAP

Report without the necessity of referring to.the technical

explanations provided in Appendix E. TO alleviate some of

the confusion that arose following the publication of the

_initial report, this chapter contains all the tools, guidelines

and information that are needed to interpret the data found in

Chapter 4, The Maryland Accountability Assessment Information.

v.

The format used here mirrors the structure of

Chapter 4, with Tables 1, 2, 2A, 3 and 4 being illustrated --

successively on the left hand pages. Each table is accompanied

by explanatory material on the 'page directly opposite. The

data cited here in Tables 2 and 2A have been taken from the

MAP Report, 1974-75, State Level Tables 2 and 2A. Howevek,

the data used in the School Level Tables 3 and 4 are fictitious

and are provided only for illustrative purposes.

3,2 Explanation,of,Tables

The following tables are discussed in this chapter:

Table 1. State Levels -- Community and Public School
Resources Profile (pp. 60-65)

Table 2. State Lovell-- Nonverbal Ability in Average
Standard Age Scores and Academic Achievement
in Avetage Grade Equivalent ScorAa, by Skill
Area and by Grade (pp. 66-69)

Table 2A. State Levell-- Comparison of Year Z(1973-074'
with Year II (1974-1975) Data in Average
Standard Age Scores and Average Grade
Equivalent Scores (pp. 70-71)

Table 3. School Level -- Community and Public School
Resources Profile (pp. 72-'73)

Table 4. School Level School'Average Grads Equivalent
Scores, by Skill Area, Compared with Maryland
Norms Based on School Average Standard Age
Scores (pp.74-75)

1The table format for the state level and system level is
identical. For illustrative putpesos, state level 'Forma-
tion is used for diecuaaicn in Chapter 1.

59 p
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TABLE I. STATE LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES
PROFILE*

(SAME AS: TABLE I. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL
RESOURCES PROFILE*)

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3) -.\
PERCENT

DISADVANTAGED
S HOOL AGE CHI

I-

EN

se,

(4

E UCATIONA. LE L
ALES 25 YEARS
F AGE OR OLDS

(M IAN SCHOOL YE RS)

(5) .

E CATIONAL LEV
F MALES 25 YEARS

F AGE OR PLDER
(ME IAN sum'. YE

.

L

S)

D. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OFSEPTEMBER. 1974)

(4)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(0)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

. TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

I %

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

w.

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMAIST(tATION

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

-.

1111

SEE'CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED
IN THIS TABLE.
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 1

In presenting state level and local school system level accountability data, it is necessary to

describe first the Community and Public School Resources Profile. This table summarizes for the State of

Maryland and for each local school system (23 counties and the City of Bhltimore) resource characteristics

which provide information on basic background factors intimately related to student performance on ability

and achievement tests. Placed first, these three categories of Profile data can be used by the reader as

a reference source of essential background information which is defined on pages 61, 63, and 65, when

examining the succeeding tables on nonverbal ability and academic achievement test results.

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS,

DEFINITIONS

(1) TOTAL POPULATION

Comprises all persons whose usual place of residence is the

State of Maryland (in the table de4ing Solely with state
information) or for particular local units (in each of the

county tables.) This figure is a 197-3 estimate by the Bureau

of the Census. (Usual place of residence is generally con,
strued to mean the place where that person eats and sleeps

Most of the time.)

(2) MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

Refers to the amount which divides the distribution of total
number of families in two equal groups, one having incomes

above the midpoint and the other having incomes below the

midpoint. This figure is from a 1973 estimate by the De-

partment of Economic Developments State of Maryland.

3) PERCENT DISADVANTAGED SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN

Refers to anyone living in a family with an income of

55,050 op less (for an urban, nonfarm family of four),

based on the 1970 Census, Fourth Count.

(4) EDUCATIONAL LEVEL MALES 25 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER (MEDIAN

SCHOOL YEARS)

Refers to educational data on all males 25 years of age or

older in the total population being discussed. The median

number of school years completed is defined as the value
which divides the population group into two equal parts --

one -half having completed more schooling and one-half com-

pleted less schooling than the midpoint. This figure is

from the 1970 CensusS

(5) EDUCATIONAL LEVEL FEMALES 25 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER (MEDIAN

SCHOOL YEARS)

Refers to educational data on all femeles'25,year of age or

'older in the total population being discussed. The median

number of school years completed is defined as the.value
which divides the population group into two equal parts --

one -half having completed more schooling and one-half having
completed less schooling than the midpoint. This figure is

frog the 1970 Census.

(, (1
I- I/

61

ILLUSTRATION

Next to student ability, the
most extensive literature on
achievement- related variables
4ea1s with measures of socio-
economic status. Studies listed
in Appendix E-3 present strong

4 evidence that variance in school
performance is associated with
differences in socioeconomic back-
ground of the students.

This statistic proVides an
estimate of the additional efforts
required by state and local school
systems to. provide special programs
and other support services for
children of school age who are
living under conditions described
as disadvantaged. The Federal
Government has recognized the need
for financial assistance in this
area through programs, such as
Title /, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, 1965 and Amendments.

<Z



TABLE 1. STATE LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES
PROFILE*

(SAME AS: TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL
RESOURCES PROFILE *)

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)
.

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)
.

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF "AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

(TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

\\,....

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AV LARY
0 SCHOOL LEVEL
A MINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE ,

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL' /STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

r,

_....)

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
'EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES' FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

f (Is)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
'FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

e (19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
tFOR PUPIL
SERVICES

...,

I SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINIX1N OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED
IN THIS TABLE.
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(6)

EXPLANATION -- TABLE 1. (Continued)

B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS or SEPTEMBER 1974)

DEFINITIONS

TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:

The number of pupils on the current roll of
a school system (or for the total state) as
of September 30, 1974. (However, the figure
for Bertimore City was determined as of
October 30, 1974.)

(7) AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY:

TOtal innual salaries of, school level profes-
sional staff, excluding school level admini-
strators, divided by total number of school -
level professional staff, excluding school
level administrators, expressed in full-time
equivalents. (School level professional
staff, excluding school administrators, in-
cludes teachers, department heads,.guidence
counselors, librarians, and therapists.)

(I) AVERAGE SALARY OF SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS:

Total annual salaries of school level ad-
linistrators divided by total number of
school level administrators, exp d in
full-time equivalents. (School level ad-
ministrators include principals, vice -
principals, and administrative assistants.)

(9) AVERAGE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE:

Total years of teaching experience of ,school-
level,professional staff, excluding school-
level administrators, divided by total num-
ber of school level professional staff, ex-
cluding school level administrators.

(10) AVERAGE YEARS ADMINISTRATOR EXPERIENCE:

(11)

Total years of administrative and/or teaching
experience, of school level administrators,
divided by total number of school level ad-
ministrators.

PERCENT STAFF MASTER'S DEGREE OR ABOVE:

Number of professional staff with Masters
Degree or above divided by total number of
professional staff, expressed as a percent.

(12) PUPIL/STAFF RATIO: o

Npmber of pupils enrolled (9/30/74) divided
by number of school level professional staff.
(School level professional staff includes
school level administrators, teachers, guidance
counselors, librarians, and therapists.)

(13) ATTENDANCE RATE

Total number of days of pupil attendance
di4ded by total number of days of pupil
membership, expressed as a percent. (Pupil
membership is defined as the number of days
a pupil was enrolled during the regular
school session.)

ILLUSTRATIONS

Over the last decadal- the
school-age population has been
gradually declining. The trend
is presently most noticeable at
the elementary level.

This. figure alludes to the
number of professional staff mem-
bers available at the school level
to provide instructional service
to children.

In many school systems, profes-
sional staff are assisted by para-
professionals, aides and volunteers
who are not counted in computing
this ratio.

Where the attendance dips be-
low 90 percent (as a reasonable
standard), the question'of whether
the lack of student attendance is
indicative of an attitude towards
school in general, and whether.this
attitude and the concomitant re-
duction in the time a student is
exposed to school instruction is re-
flected in test score., needs fur-
ther investigation.



TABLE 1. STATE LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES
PROFILE*

(SAME AS: TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL.
RESOURCES PROFILE*)

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(21

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

. (4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

D. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(16)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
'ADMINISTRATORS

(II

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

C. fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973.-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOeINSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
XPENDITURES FO

INSTRUCTION

117)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL ,

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(1E)

PE CENT EXPENDIT
F R CENTRAL OFF
AIMINISTRATIO

RES
E

(19) '

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL.
SERVICES

(20)

P RCENT EXENDI
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

RES

.4/1

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED
'- IN THIS TABLE*
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 1 (Continued)

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-74 SCHOOL YEAR)

DEFINITIONS

(14) TOTAL PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES:

Computed by dividing current expenditures for instruction,
administration, pupil services, health services, pupil
transportation, operation and maintenance of plant, and
fixed charges, excluding state's share of,Teachers' Re-
tirement and Social Security, by Average Number of Pupils
Belonging (ANB). (ANB is defined as aggregate days of
membership of pupils during the school year divided by the
number of days schools were in session.)

(15) PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION:

Computed by dividing thee total instructional expenditures,
including salaries of school level professional staff,
other instructional school staff, apd central office in-
structional staff, as well as expenditures for contractual
services, supplies and materials, and other instructional
expenditures, by Average Number of Pupils Belonging (ANB).

(16) PERCENT.EXPEND/TURES FOR INSTRUCTION:

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for in-
struction (see Item 15) by total current expenditures
(see Item 14), expressed as a percent.

(17) PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATION:

Computed by dividing salaries of central office administra-
tors, and other administrative staff (excluding the central
office instructional and pupil services staff), expendi-
ture for contractual services, supplies and materials,
and other administrative expenditures, by Average Number
of Pupils Belonging (ANB).

(11) PERCENT EXPENDITURES FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATION:

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for central
office: administration (see Item 17) by total current expendi-
tures (see Item 14), expressed as a percent.

(19) PEIC-RUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL SERVICES:

Computed by dividing the total expenditures for pupil ser-
vices including salaries of pupil services staff (i.e.,
counselors, pupil personnel workers, visiting teachers,
school social workers supervisors and directors of pupil
,services), expenditures for contractual services, supplies
and materials, and other pupil personnel expenditures, by
Average Number of Pupils Belonging (ANB).

(ZO) PERCENT EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL SERVICES:

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for pupil
services (see Item 19) by total current expenditures (gee
Item 14), exprested as a percent.

65

ILLUSTRATIONS

This figure represents
the average total dollars'
for current expenditures
that a school system spent
for the education of each
child during the 1973-74
school year.

It should be noted that
total per pupil expenditure
(Column 14) includes other
expenditures besides those
listed here, such as health
services and pupil transporta-
tion, etc. (See definition (14)).

ip future years, beginning
in Fiscal Year 1978, new state
guidelines for financial report-
ing will ensure greater compar-
ability for cost data.



STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD
AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE
EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE *

(SAME AS: TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVER-
"AGE STANDARD AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC"ACHIEVEMENT IN

AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY
GRADE *)

SKILL
AREAS

(1)

VOCABULARY

111

rRADF

(21 (31

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
STUDENTS STUDENTS
FNR(11IFD TrSTFD

64055 95.82

(4/

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TFSTED

8/9

(5) (6)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE STANDARD
SCORES DEVIATION
(SAS) (SDI

IOU.

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

16./1 3.56

(61

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

.1..19

7

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

5

7 90.02

SPELLING

9

3

37.23

862 101.5 16.58 5.29

240 101.4 16.68 6.87

223 102,1 16,9- .42

1.54

1.81

2.00

5

7 T2960 9.95 101.4 11.6 1.99 2.15

9

(41

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3

T T2960 9.95 240 101.4 11.1 T.02 2.11

9

(51

PUNCTUATION

3

5

T T2960 9.11 240 101.4 11.6 141 2.09

SEE CHAPTER S. PAGES 61-47, PO* DEFINITION OP TERMS AND SOURCES OP DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 2

To provide comparable statewide assessment data, the Maryland Accountability Program (MAP) in-
cludes a uniform testing program which requires: (1) that all school syitems use eight subtesterof the Iowa

Tests of Buie Skill (ITBS), and the Nonverbal Battery of the Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT1j (2) that

Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 be tested; and (3) that all tests be administered in the spring of the ear --

March through May.

DEFINITIONS

The ITBS skill areas which are listed vertically on Tables 2, e.g., vocabulary through punctua-

tion on the opposite page, as well as, language usage through mathematical total on the following page, are

described in detail in Appendix F of this report.

Column 1) -- To comply with the requirement of
the Maryland Educational Accountability Act (see
Appendix A) that each school be assessed, Grade'
3, 5, 7, and 9 are presently being tested (ex-
cluding special education classes), and Grade 11
will be added in school year 1975-76.

Column 2) -- This column reports the number of
pup son the current rolls of schools as of
September 30, 1974. For nongraded schools, re-
sults were grouped and reported by nominal grade
level, depending upon pupils' birthdates or years
of previous schooling, excluding kindergarten.

Column_(3) -- This column gives the number of stu-
dents tested-in tpe spring of 1975, divided by the
number of students enrolled 9/30/75, expressed is a
percentage. Al ol systems, except Frederick CoUnty,
tested all their children at the four grade levels.
Frederick County utilized a sampling technique inf
Grades 7 and 9, instead of population testing pro-
cedures.

Column (4) -- Schools are included only it they
Eiiii-i-U7ade 3, 5, 7, or 9.

Column (S). -- Standard Age Score (SAS) is derived
from the Cognitive Abilitiai Test, Nonverbal
Battery, Form 1, 1971 edition. This series of
tests measures abstract reasoning. Measures of
scholastic aptitude are valuable in evaluating
student achievement. The mean for thi national
norm grOUp for Grades 3, 5, 7, and'9.is 100;
Matte-anal Standard Deviation (SD) is 16; and
scores for individuals vary from 50 to 150.

Column (6) -- The SD. provides an indication of
the spread or variability ofthe scores in the
distribution. The distance between one 8D be-
low the mean and one 8D above the mean includes
68 percent of the cases in a normal distribution
while the distance between two standard devia-
tions below and two above the mean encompasses
apProximately 95 percent.

Column (7) -- Grade Equivalent (GE) scores are
derived from the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,
Form'5, 1971 edition. The GE of a given raw score
on any test indicates the grade level at which the
typical pupil sakes thisraw score.

There is a hi 01 probability that students who score
100 or mare on ability measures, such as, the CAT,
can be expected to score on grade norm on the ITBS

.aahievement measures.

ITBS
NATIONAL NORMS

Grade 3 3.7
Grade 5 5.7
Grade 7 7.7
Grade 9 9.4

The GE scales vary between aptests. Do not assume
that similar scores can be equated directly. 8

lar GE scores on reading and mathematical s
do not indicate the saris level of perfo ce.

example, consider Joe Doe, who obtain A GE
4.3 on the vocabulary subtest. Is /Correa to
say that his vocabulary has dove ped as far as the

third month of the fourth grade ost emphatically

not. Before Joe's score can be int rated, it
must be known in which grade Joe wee- hen he took
the test and in which month of thischool year the

test was given. If Joe was a thlzet-gmedimand if
he was tasted in We springcsoae cad dby tat Joe
did better then average/el. compared with ii Ithird.c

graders in the natio el ,lrepp14, lince ih this

group the median

"

half of the norm 11
or, cabula is 3.7 (i.e.,

scbred 3.7 or better). Is

it correct to s at in this case Joe is teh
months ahea f h ass and should skip e'grade

(at lea n vocabulary)? Again, the answer is 'no.

No sows how fourth grade students would have
armed on this third grade test and there is
way to compare or equate Joe's vocabulary to

that of fourth graders. That is more, although
GE's look like .standard scores, they are not.

nce, such interpretation as "ten months ahead"

Utte incorrect. For instance, because thi
ion of performance on vocabularlels so much

---"lreater than that on mathematics, let us say,a
GE of 4.7 on a math subtest would represent a much

'higher standard by national norms (which for math
is also 3.7) than the !lame score on vocabulary.

Column IS) -- Standard Deviation, silo discussion

above, column (6).
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STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD.
AGE SCORES AND*ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT INAVERAGE GRADE
EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE *
(CONTINUED)

(SAME AS: TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVER-
AGE STANDARD AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN
AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY
GRADE * .(CONTINUED))

SKILL
AREAS

11/

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13

MINT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

tel

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT

°CGERIE S

101

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD/

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3

S

7
7211$0 611.1/1 240 101.4 16.6$ 6.97

.

2.10 '

9

In

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

lel

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 64085 95.28 879 100,5 Il 16,71 4.01

5 71712 96.34 862 101,5 16.58 5 53
.i

1.54

7 72980, 88.88 240 101.4 16.68 6.98 1.86

9 72633 85.51 223 102.1 16.97 8.46 2.06

5

7

/ 72633 56.64 223 102.1 16.97 $.74 2.01

1111

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3

9

S

7

'I 72633 $6.77 223 102.1 16.97 el 1.118

110

THEMATICAL

TOTAL

3

5

7 ,

9 77633 86.38 223 102.1 16.97 8.60 1.R8

SEE ;FLAVOR 3, PAGES 6$6110 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCiS OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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EXPLANATIOV -2TABLE 2 (Continued)

DEFINITIONS

The ITHS skill areas which are listed vertically omTables 2, i.t. language usage through mathe-

matical total on the opposite page, as well as, vocabulary through punctuation on the previous page, are

described in.detail in Appendix F of this report.

Terms used in Columns (1) through (8) are defined on page 67.

ILLUSTRATIONS

The vocabulary and reading cOlprehension data (shown on page 66) and the languagp total and mathe-

matical total data (on the opposite page) have been printed in bold type because these categories of data

are used in subsequent analysis n Tables,2A and 4. ,

It should be noted that language total and
mathematical total are not ITBS subtests as suall,

but they are the "averages of.a set of subtests.

For example: At the Grade 9 level, the mathemati-
cal total score of 8.60 is the aver-
age of the Grade Equivalent (GE)
scores listed in Column 7 in Table 2,
that is 8:74 in mathematical concepts
and 8,41 in mathematical problems.
Similarly, at the Grade 7 level, the,
language total score of 6.98 is the sum
of the language usage (6.97), plus the

three scores from the previous page ,

spelling (6.99), capitalization (7.02)
and punctuation (6.86), divided by four.

Note the appreciable decline in
"Percent of Students Tested" (Col-
umn 3). Does the percent tested re-
flect the true attendance rate for
the school system? what are the
implications of the problem of attend-
ance at the secondary levels? Does
a student's attitude toward school
deCline over the time.spent,in school?

rThis area has a high priority for future research

studies.

Note that the ability level of Maryland students

at all four grade levels is above the CAT national norm

group mean of 100:

Grade 3
Grade 5
Grade 7
Grade 9

0 7
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Observe the widening gap between Maryland's
performance and the national norm group's as we

move up the grade ladder. For example, in the
language arts skill area, the average Maryland.

third grader has developed at the first month of

the fourth grade (4.01) as measured by the ITBS
subtests, while the national norm group of third

graders was at the seventh month of the third
grade (3.7) as measured on the same instruments.

Thus, Maryland children are performing about
three months (+.31) ahead of the national sample
group of third graders in language arts skill

area. HoweVer, in the upp9i grades Maryland's
performance in language arts falls below that of

the national sample group, as indicated on the

following table:
LANGUAGE TOTAL

!MARYLAND
OBSERVED ITBS

SCORES

4.01

5.53

6.98

8.46

NATIONAL NORMS DIFFERENCE

Grade 3

Grade 5

Grade 7

Grade 9

3.7

5.7

7.7

9.4

Plus three
months
Minks two
months
Minus seven*
months
Minus one
year

What does this gap indicate? What are the
instruotional implications of this downward

trend in performance? Are the tests a better
measure of our elementary curriculum than they

are of our secondary or middle school curricula?
Do we need to develop better assessment measures

that more accurately reflect our curriculum

emphases? The development of improved assessment
techniques is part of tyre Action Plan for the

Assessment Component of the Maryland Account-

ability Program. (See Section 1.4:3 for more

details.



I

STATE OF MARYLAND

'TABLE 2A. STATE LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974 - 1975') DATA IN AVERAGE'STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES,*

(SAME_AS: TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973
1974) WITH YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD
AGE SCORES AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES *)

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974 1974 - 1975

READINq

COMPREHENSION

LANGUAGE

Td
T AL 40

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL.,

5

7

9 8,72 8.60

41

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING T1IS TABLE.

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE FROMDIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

8
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./ EXPLANATION -- TABLE 2A

This table provides a Comparison of the performanCe of the State of Maryland (or of i local
school system) on a set of subtexts in Year I (1973-74) with its performance on the same.subtests in

Year II i1974-75). The five categories of data that appear here were drawn from preceding Tables 2 of

this year's report and -from Tables 2 of the MAP Report, 1974-75.

DEFINITIONS

,'A detailed description of the
instruments used to measure non-
verbal ability and academic achieve-
mMnt is contained in Appendix F of
this report:

Nonverbal ability, or
Standard Age Score (SAS),
is derived from the
Cognitive Abilities
Test (CAT), Nonverbal
Battery, Porm 1, 1971
edition.

Vocabulary, reading com-
prehension, language total
and mathematical total are
derived from the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills (ITBST
Form 5, 1971 edition, and
they are reported in terms
of Grade Equivalent (GE)
scores. (See page 67,
Column (7) for more details
on GE.)

ILLUSTRATIONS

Three cautions need to be raised at the outset of this dis-
cussion of Table 2A data: first, it is important to note that
the scores reported for Year I and Year II are from different
student.populations; second, simple positive or negative diffe;-
ences in themselves may not be signifiCant; and third, inter-
pretations of Tables 2A should be made with reference to elec-
tion 4.1.1. State Level Table 2A.

NONVERBAL GRAPE 3 '99.6 to 100.5 +.9

ABILITY
(SAS) GADE 9 102.2 to 102.1 -.1

As the accompanying sample of state level data illustrates,
ability level, or SAS, has changed over the two years. Most
notably, at the Grade 3 level, there has been an increase of
nine-tenths of a point, and at the Grade 9 level, there has
been a decrease of one-tenth of a point.

These changes in the ability level of the Year IX popula-
raises several interesting questions as we consider achieve-
changes in the four ITBS skill areas:

tion
ment

(a)

(b)

(c)

Was there a "real"decline at the Grade 9 level
in mathematical total and vocabulary?

Similarly, was there a "real" increase at the
Grade 3 level in reading comprehension and
language total?

How should we interpret the stable performance in
vocabulary. in Grade 5 over the two years?

From an analysis of the state level data, which is provided
it Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, opposite Table 2A, it can be re-
ported:

(a) The observed decreases in mathematical,total and
vocabulary, at the Grade 9 level are significant
decreases, even when the drop in SAS at the Grade 9
level is taken into accounts

(b) It is easy to conclude that the observed increases
in reading comprehension (plus .6 br little over
half a month) and language total (plus .8, or almost
a month) at the Grade 3 level are significant; how-
ever, because of the.doncomitant rise in SAS for
Grade 3, these positive difference values are

o
washed out;

(c) After adjusting Grade 5 on the basis of the increase
in SAS, the 5.25 GE score in vocabulary becomes leas
than the previous year' mean score.

While the data may suggest many relationships, it is im-
portant to emphasize that several years, at least five, of
data need to be collected before upward or downward fluctua-
tions can be meaningful interpreted. The present data (Year I.
and Year II), constitute only a single observation of differ-

ence. It will be necessary to carefully monitor these flucta-
ETEWs and begin to systematically investigate the areas of
continuous discrepancy -- whether they be of a positive or of
a negative nature. (See discussion of state level Table 2A in
Section 4.1.1 for more detail).

I n
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SAMPLE COUNTY (SCHOOL A-SCHOOL H)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

. a

SCHOOL NAME

GRAD1.
ORGANI-
ZATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(3)

PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY.

AT N-
NC
(4)

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DE REE

A

(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN 4

PERCENT
DISAD-
V -

GeD
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
T OF
OTHE
(11)

/

MEDIAN
GAMILY
I E

X)
(12)

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN.ADM ACM
(?)

ADMIN.
1'8)

SCHOOL A

0

SCHOOL 11

-SCHOOL C

SCHOOL D

SCHOOL E K-6

4,

a

K-6 214 22.5

K-6 306 19.2

P-6 687 19.6

K-6 574 23.6

752 21.5

SCHOOL F K-6 589 16.4

SCHOOL G K-6 422 21.3

SCHOOL H K-6 574 20.3

97.0 8.5 1.0 18.1 23.5

95.5 15.0 1,0 14.2 18.0

89.0 33.0 2.0. 8.1 21.6

94.2 24.0 1.0 9.5 31.0

94.9

FICTICIOUS DATA

2.0 10.4 34.Q

10.9 35.0 1.0 10.2 57.8

94.5 18.8 1.0 24.0

95.9 27.3 1.0 8.2 11.6

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS

4

J7

72

68.4 3.4 15.2 29,967

54.8 2.1, 14.5 20,419

17.1 36.4 8.2 6,612

24.4 17.5 10.111 4,475

11.4 2.6 11.7 11,153

22.2 47.2 9.0 5,7-96

20.2 5,4 12.5 14,261

20.5 4.5 12.4 12,976

ES OF DA1A PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

.0



EXPLANATION -- TABLE .3

Communit and Public School Resources Profile information precedes the tables on ability and achieve-
ment test resu is on t e n vi ua pc oo evp es d the state and school system levels Profile information.
In this way, community and school factors can be taken into account by tie reader as the tables on ability and

achievement test data are examined.

This table summarizes having basic school community characteristics as of September 1974'for each
eligible school (having Grade 3 and /or' 5 and/qF 7 and/Or 9) in a local school system. School characteristics
data (Columns (1)-(9)) are supplied fromaryland State Department of Lducation publications. Community
characteristics data for School Age Children (Columns (10)-(11)-(12)) are supplied by Applied Urbahetics, i'nc.,

which updated ESEA Title I statistics from the 1970 Census data. 0

Tables on individual school level -- Tables 3 and 4 -- should be treated as-a set of intact data for

each individual school, Each set of tables is indexed with the schools covered in.that set of tables, e.g.,
Allegany County (Barton -Mount Royal). All schools are arranged alphabetically within three major divisions:
elementary, middle combined and secondary.

DEFINITIONS

Column (1) GRADE ORGANIZATION:

The grade span for an individual school.

Column (2) TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:

The number oT pupils on the current roll of a school as of
September 30, 1974.

Column (3) PUPIL/STAFF RATIO:

Number of pupils enrolled (9/30/74) diAded by number of school-
level professional staff (school level professional staff in-
cludes school level administrators, teachers, department heads,
guidance counselors, 11braries, and therapists.)

Column (4) PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE:

The sum of the days present of all students when school is actu-
ally in session divided by the number of days school is in ses-
sion, expressed as a percent.

Column (5) TOTAL NUMBER TEACHERS:

Total number of school level professional staff, excluding
school level administrators, expressed in full-time equi-
valents. (School level administrators include principals, vice
principals and administrative assistants.)

Column (6) TOTAL NUMBER ADMINISTRATORS:

Number of school'level professional staff who are primarily
engaged in activities which have as their purpose the general
regulation, directieq, and control of the affairs of a school,

xprseod in full-time equivalents.

Column (7) AVERAGE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE:

Total years of teaching experience of school level professional
staff, excluding school,level administrators, divided by total
number of school level professional staff, excluding school
level administratore%

* Column (8) AVERAGE YEARS ADMINISTRATOR EXPERIENCE:

Total years of administrative and/or teaching experience, of
school lqveli administrators, divided by total number of school
level admialstrators.

Column (9) PERCENT STAFF MASTER'S DEGREE OR ABOVE:

Number of school level professional staff with Master's Degree
9F above divided by total number of school level professional.
staff, expressed as a percent.

Column OM) PERCENT DISADVANTAGED:

Refers to the percent of children shown to be from poor families,

using the Orshansky Index of poverty. The Orshansky Index is
based'on sire of family, farm or nonfarm residence, sex of family

head, and family income. This figure is from the 1970 Census,
fourth Count.

Column (11) MEDIAN EDUCATION OF MOTHER:

Refers to median education level of females who are 25 years of

age or older.

Column (12) MEDZAN FAMILY INCOME (S)1

Refers to the amount which divides the distribution of total
(Umber of families in two equal groups, one having incomes above
the midpoint and the other havincOncomes below the midpoint.

101
73

ILLUSTRATIONS

Attention is invited td the inter-
relationships between the resource data,
provided in Table 3, which indivAdually
and collectively, have bben shown to in-,
fluence student achievement. For o ample:

State analysis and research studies
in the literature demonstrate that there
is a strong relationship between Socio-
economic Status (SES) variables of
these kinds and scholastic aptitude and
ability to do school work. Therefore,
when there is a high incidence of dis-
advantaged or low measures of family
wealth and/or Fncation, aptitude and
achievement of the students can be pre-
dicted to be low.

Notice that the resource levels vary
substantially among individual schools °

within the same system, e.g., from
2.1 perceht to 47.2 percent disadvantaged,
from 8.2 years tc :5.2 years education
of mother, from $5,796 to $29,967 median
family income.

These are measures of the character-
istics of school level professional staff:
the length of experience (Column 7), has
possible implications for program cost
analysis, as well as for impact on the
instructional program; and the academic
credential (Column 9) is a proxy measure
for an individual's knowledge of his field
or subject matter.

Where the attendance dips below 90
'percent (as a reasonable standard), the
question of whether the lack of student
attendance is indicative of an attitude
towards school in general, and whether
this attitude and the concomitant reduc-
tion in the time a student is exposed to
school instruction is reflected in test
scores, (see Table 4), needs further in-
vestigation.



SAMPLE COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM (SCHOOL A-SCHOOL H)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY-
- SKILL AREA, COMPARED' WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL .

AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SCHOOL NAME. GRADE

0

SCHOOL A .

SCHOOL 2

SCHOOL C

SCHOOL D

SCHOOL E

SCHOOL P

SCHOOL G

SCHOOL H

118.1

7

SKILL AREAS
E s*.

REAOING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MAMEMATICATOTAL,

AVERAbe'IMARY, DIFFER- AvEpAGE HART- diFFER- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER
LAND ENCE LANO ENcE 'LANGANo ENCE

GE Neil. GE NORM .6E NORM
.,,

4.70 4.62 .08 4.90
7.00 6.70 .30 7.00

3 CD CD 4.80 4.44 4.90
6.42 5.95 +.45 6.10 5.96 .14 6.20

3 90.5 2.25 2.92
5 19.1 3.94 4.22

3 9%.3 3.76 2.97
5 94.1 4.67, 4.60

2.44 2.96 .52 2.76
4.02 4.30 .21 4.31

2.74 3.01 .27 3.61
4.63 4.67 ' .04 5.40

FICTICIOUS DATA

3 103.4 3.40 3.75 .,35 3.38 3.83 .45 3.54
5 105.3 5.51 5.59 -.06. 5.63 5.61 .02 5.42

3 ee.4 2.26 2.79 "..511j 2.50 2.62 .24 2.87
5 67.5 3.35 4.04 -.69 3.91 4.13 .15 3.59

3 94.9 3.62 3.16 +.46 3.64 3.24 .40 3.12

.

.5 100.4 4.70 4.95 -.25 4.92 5.12 .20

3 100.7 3.41 3.57 +.11 3.72 3.66 .06 4.10
5 106.4 5.79 5.50 +.29 6.25 5.65 .60 6.53

5.00 -.10 4.30 4.50 -.20
6.92 +.08 6.60 6.e3 '.23

4.81 +.09 4.50 4.34 ,+%16
6.19 +.01 6.60 6.13 +.47

3.35 -.59 2.63 3.06 -.43/
4.55 -.24 4.42 4.57 -.1

3.40 +.21 2.96 3.11 15
4.91 +.49 4.96 4.91 / .05

.4.21 -.67 3.51 11 -.30
5.15 ..43 5.34 ...47

3.21 '.34 2.61 2.94 '.13
4.39 -.10 3.7. .4.41 -.63

/
3.62 +.20 /21.48 3.32 .16
5.34 -.44 v 5.05 5.37 7.32

4.01 +. 4.04 3.64 +.40
5.76 +f'17 6.42 5.10 +.62

st

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (s) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES,
AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAELE.

ILLUSTRATION OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS PROCEDURE USED IN GENERATING
a THE MARYLAND NORM
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 4

This table presents a statistical comparison between a specific school's dChievement in four skill
areas of ITBS and the achievement of other schools in Maryland where grades have the same average tested
level of nonverbal ability. Data are presented for: (1) the local school system, for which results from
individual schools within tht system having Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 (excluding special education schools) are
aggregated; and (2) each such individual school within the system. The nonverbal ability and academic achieve-
ment data presented in the tables of this report are based on the average score made by a grade in a school.
No data on individual students or individual classrooms were collected by the state. Each local school sys--
tea collected its own data On individual students and classrooms in relationship to its own needs for program
or pupil appraisal and reported by grade for each school for the MAP Report.

DEFINITIONS

A detailed description of the int
strumont used to measure nonverbal
ability and academic achievembnt is
contained in Appendix F of this

t

report:

Vocabulary, reading com-
prehensioh, language total
and mathemitical total are
derived from the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills, Form 5,
1,71 edition, and they are
reporting in terms of Grade
Equivalent (GE) scores.
(See page 67, Column (7),
for more details on GE.)

Nonverbal ability, or
Standard Age Score (SAS),
is derived from the Cogni-
tive Abilities Test, Non-
verbal Battery, Form 1,
1971,edition. Average
SAS is computed by grade
for the individual school.

GE scores are derived
from the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills, Form 5,
1971 edition. The GE
of a given raw score on
any test indicates the
grade level at which
the typical pupil makes
this raw score.

Average GE is the aver-
age GE score computed
for a skill area, such
as vocabulary or read-
ing comprehension, by
grade for the individual'
school. (See p. 76 for
the School Grade Equiva-
lent Averages in the
ITBS national norm groups)

Maryland norm is the pre-
dieted GE for a school,
taking into account the
average SAS for that
school and the relation-
ship between SAD and GE
found in the Maryland
data.

Difference is the result
of subtracting an obser-
ved average GE score
from the Maryland norm.

ILLUSTRATIONS

Ono of the activities of the Maryland Accountability 'Pro-
gram (MAP) is to investigate the relationship between the
Standard Age Scores (an input referred. to as SAS), and the
GE scores (an out ut). In order to learn the strength of this
link a regress on analysis was performed on the data. (See
Appendix E for description of this statistical procedure.)

Table 4, an individual school's average GE is compared to
a Maryland norm for that school. The actual obtained average
GE's for the schools are listed in the Column headed "Average
GE", and by a simple subtraction of this number from the Mary-
land norm for that school (Column "Maryland Norm") the numbers
listed in the "difference" column can be obtained. Of course,
these differences can be positive, zero, or negative, depend-
ing on whether the obtained GE was higher, the same as, or
low r than the Maryland norm.

How is the Maryland norm derived? Taking two, schools at
Grade 3 level that have a respective average SAS scores of
115.3 (School A) and 112.5 .(School B), the regression
equation permits the computation of.a predicted score value
in a specific skill area, such as vocabulary; 4.52 for
School A and 4.34 for School B, based on their respective
,SAS scores and the relationship betreen the SAS and vocabul-
ary GE scores found in the Maryland data. By subtracting
the observed GE of each school (4.30, School A) (4.70,
School B) from the expected GE score, a difference score re-
sults -- for School A, -.22 and for School B +.36. (See p. 74.)

The amount of difference (residual), positive or negatiee,
should not be Interpreted as a direct measure of the school's
effectiveness or ineffectiveness. By the very nature tot the
analysis, half the schools will have positive residuals and
the other half will have negative residuals. In fact, the
average residual of the state is .00 on all subtexts. (See

Chapter 1, Section 1.5.2 for more details.)

What doe, the asterisk () moan in Table 4? The MAP Re-
port has adopted the practice of placing takirisks by those
schools whose residuals are extreme. To be more precise, the
top 2.5 percent of the schools having positive residuals were
asterisked. Similarly, the bottom 2.5 percent of schools with
negative residuals were asterisked. Thus, in total, 5.0 per-
cent of all Maryland schools received asterisks and thereby
form the two extreme ends of the residual distribution.

-US - SD

DISTRIBUTION Or RESIDUALS FOR VOCABULARY GE'S, GRADE 3

It is appropriate to interpret these asterisked residuals as
extreme, if only by definition. As such they function as
promising indicators of whore process evaluation might beet
begin. Note the interrelationships between the three ele-
ments of Maryland's evaluation model discussed in Section 1.5.2.
Assessment out ut measures are regressed against in uts, and
the results $r used as road signs toward process ova uatipn.

I (I IZ
-a-

75



EXPLANATION -- TABLE 4 (Continued)

SCHOOL GRADE EQUIVALENT AVERAGES IN THE ITBS
NATIONAL NORM GROUP

The chart below provides more precise information about
the medians by grade and skill area, for school averages in the
national norm grcup:

Range for Medians of School Grade Equivalent
Averages in the Natiodal Norm Group (ITSS)*

Vocab-
ulary

Reading
Compre-
hension

Language
Total

Mathe-
matical
Total

3rd grade 3.7 - 3.8 3.8 - 3.9 3.9 3.7 - 3.8

5th grade 5.7 - 5.8 5.8 - 5.9 5.8 - 5.9 5.7 - 5.8

7th grade 7.6 - 7.7* 7.7 - 7.8 7.7 - 7.8 7.7 - 7.8

9th grade 9.3 - 9.4 9.3 - 9.4 9.4 9.4 - 9.5

Schools below ,the range would rank with the lower 50 percent
of schools nationally, and schools above the range would rank
with the upper 30 percentof schools nationally.

The following chart is designed to assist the reader to

identify the generallocation of a particular school's achieve-
,

ment in relation to tlie4national distribution of school averages

by grade and skill area,

Range of School Average GE's Which WouldInclude
ApprokimatelY the Middle 40 Percent of the National

0 DistribukOn of School Averages map**

Vdcab-
' ulary

14 Reading
Compre- Language
hension Total

Mathe-
matical
Total

U

3rd grade 3.5k- 4.0 3.6 - 4.1 3.6 - 4.2 3.5 - 4.0

5t4 grade 5.4 - 6.1 5.5 - 6.2 5.4 - 6.2 5.4 -6.1

7th grade 7.3 - 8.1 7.4 - 8.2 7.3 - 8.2 , 7.4 # 8.1

9th grade 8.9 - 9.8 9.0 - 9.8 8.9 - 9.9 9.1 - 9.8
R.

## Schools below the range would rank with the lower 30 percent
of schools nationally and schools above'the range would rank

the upper 30 percent orschools nationally.
3.
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CHAPTER 4

,Introduction

MARYLAND ACCOUNTABILITY

ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Presented in this chapter is information related to

results of the Assessment Component, Maryland Accountability

Program (MAP), for school year 1974-75. The statewide assess-

ment oroaram is organized so that accountability information is

provided for the three levels of public education in Maryland:

state level, system level, and school level.

The first section'of Chapter 4 focuses on a
discussion and presentation of State Level --
Accountability Assessment Information.

State of Maryland Narrative Reports

A. Development of School Level Objectives:
School Year 1974-75 I

B. Accountability Assessment Results at
the State level

State of Maryland Assessment Results Nk

Table 1. State Level -- Community and
Public School Resources Profile

Table 2. State Level -- Nonverbal Ability
in Average Standard Age Scores and Academic.
Achievement in Average Grade Equivalent
Scores, by Skill Area and by Grade Scores

Table 2A. State Level -- Comparison of
Year I (1973-74) with Year II (1974-75)
Data in Average Standard Age Scores and
Average Standard Grade Equivalent Scores

The second section of this chapter is subdivided
into twenty-four parts, one for each Local Educa-
tion Agency, and contains, Local School System
Level -- Accountability Assessment Information.

1This material was prepared and submitted for publication in the

MAP Report, 1974-75, by the Accountability Section, Division of
\Researth, Evaluation, and Information Systems, Maryland State
Department. of Education, November 1975.
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School-System Narrative Reports2

A. Present Status of Accountability Program

B. Local Assessment Activities

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment
Results

D. Program Modification Activities

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit
Improvement of Program Services

F. 'Local Education Agency General Comments
(Optional)

School System Assessment Results

Table 1. System Level -- Community and
Public School Resources Profile

Table 2. System Level Nonverbal Ability
in Average Standard Age Scores and Academic
Achievement in Average Grade Equivalent
Scores, by Skill Area and by Grade Scores

Table 2A. System Level -- Comparison of
Year I (1973-74) with Year II (1974-75)
Data in Average Standard Age Scores and
Average Standard Grade Equivalent Scores

Individual School Assessment Results

Table.3. School Level -- Community and
Public School Resources Profile

Table 4. School Level -- School Average
Grade Equivalent Scores, by Skill Area,

-I* Compared with Maryland Norms, Based on
School Average Standard Age 'Scores

To assist the- reader in the use and understanding of

the MAP assessment data and tables, a new chapter entitled "How

to Use the Maryland Accountability Program Report" has been

added to this year's report. Definition of terms, sources of -10151".

data, explanation of special elements and synbols, such as

the asterisk (*)-, and instructions for interpreting the tables

are provided in Chapter 3, pp. 60-75.

2This material was prepared and submitted for publication in the
MAP Report, 1974 - ?5, by each. Local Education Agency, September
1975.
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4.1 STATE LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

,4.1.1 State of Maryland

MARYLAND

Introduction
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This narrative section focuses on'two activities, ,

The first part provides a status report on one component of the
Maryland Accountability Program',the development of objectives
at the school level. This, important educational task comprised
the major.accoUntabiIity activity other than testing during
school year 1974-75, and was the culminatift of a process that
had been initiated in school year 1972-73 in compliance with the
Maryland Educational Accountability Act. (See Appendix A.) The
second part contains an analysis of the state level results of
the Maryland Accountability Assessment Program, 1974-75.

. 79
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A.

4

4tt

Development of School Level Objectives: School Year
1974-75

Background

'Tor many years previous to the accountability movement,
the goals of education were implied but seldom specified. Obvi-
ously, mastery of the basic skills for literacy has always been
.a goal, but many other areas of concern to citizens and educators'
have not consistently had goals which were clearly identified.
Thhe Maryland Educational Accountability Act calls for goalS and
Objectives to be specified on the state school level, the local

'e school level, and the individual school level. Before measure- 6
able objectives can be written, the more general goals of educa-
tion must be determined.

The State Plan for Educational Accountability, adopted
by the State Board of Education, called for the State Advisory
Committee on Accountability to recommend-state goals in education
by June 1971,, Previously, a statewide needs assessment study had
been conducted to determine what general goals the public at
large Aad for public education in Maryland. The State Advisory
Committee for Accountability worked intensively with three goals
committees. These state/local goals committees were composed of
curriculum specialists in the three basic skill areas.: reading,
writing, and mathematics. Together they drafted, redrafted, and
fin4,11.y:.agreed upon the Statewide Goals in Reading, Writing, and
MatHhmatics, which were recommended to and approved by the State
Board of Education on June 20, 1973. 5eg;ppendix B.)

During the 1973-74 school year, the inaugural year of
#1kp Maryland Accountability Program (MAP), teach Local Education
ATOncy (LEA) was required to develop system goals in the three
basic skill hreas which. conformed to the framework of.statewide
goals. The outcome of this-activity was described- in the nar-
rative reports pteceding each system's assessment data in Chapter

'4 of the first Maryland\Accountability,Proaram Report, School
Year, 1973-74.

-,Development of School Level Objectives

As of September 105, all regular-Maryland schools
have established school level objectives in the basic skill
areas. The Maryland Educational Accountability Law, as indi-
pated by comments of the Local Coordinators of Accountability
(LCA), such as the examples below, has had a very definite and
potentially positive influence on activities related to the
establishment of goals and objectives.

1 `,3
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Beginning efforts to implement the law have
had an influence on the following: (1) GOals
and objectives at the system level and at the
school level have become less general in nature.
When goals and objectives have beehestated in
more recent years, there has-been a degree of
specificity inherent that heretofore was not
evident. -(2) Goals and'objectives have become
more student oriented, the most important out-
come of a course or a program.being what
students obtain from their course involve-
ment. (3) The formal evaluation of goals and
objectives' has been re-emphasized. The evalu-
ative dimension of the process, of course -

development as well as implementation ana. re-
finement is being emphasized and required to
an extent not evident in the past.1

This proceSs met the intent of the.Superin-
tendent of SchOols to give major emphasis, to
establishing school objectives in.view of
their fundamental importance in giving di-
rection to the development of instructional
programs. 2

Dimpling the past year, each LEA established a mechanism
to review the school-developed objectives. These procedures
varied among LEA's from the assignment of one professional in a
system tb the establishment of Skill area task forces in the
three basic areas. Descriptionand commentary on the specific
procedures utilized by the 24 individual systems-is provided
in the Narrative Reports on School Level Goals and Objectives,
which was prepared by each accountability coordinator this past
September. A volume,that includes these local narratives, as
well as complementary materials relating to the formulation of
school level objectives, has been assembled at the Maryland
State Department of Education, Division of Research, Evaluation
and Information Systems, Accountability Section.

Over the past two years, a large perCent of the inser-
0 vice and professional days for staff furnished by the various

LEA's has been devoted to -Elle-task of developing objectives at

1 Narrative Reports on Setting School-Level Objectives, School
Year 1974-75,.Maryland State Department of Education, Diyision
of Research, Evaluation and Information Systems, September
1975.

2 Ibid.
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the school level. Administrative and supervisory staff have
arranged numerous workshops directly related to the formulation 164,
and construction. of behavioral objectives. The Narrative Re-
ports indicate that the qualityof the output from the individual
schools varies within a system, from school to school, and across

,, 4--! systems. Similarly, it was noted that some LEA's utilized sys-
tematic or centralized approaches, e.g.: critical path manage-
ment net4orks, management by objectives, and programs of studies,
while other systems allowed for a more decentralized and indi-
vidualized approach, with each school addressing the task in
i own fashion. Several systems empowered a formal committee

les
hich had the responsibility for organizing systemone re-
lating to accountability activities identified in system as
the Central Accountability'Committee.

r.4

The activity. Of developing school level objectiVes
is only the beginning of an ongoing process whereby schools
will regularly review and update their objectives baded on
feedback from many types of evaluation procedures, including
standardized testing. i.e., the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, and
individually designed techniques, i.e., teacher-made assessment
procedures.. However, the following was indicated in one system's
narrative report:

Viewed from the standpoint of the work to be
accomplished, we have only begun the process
of preparing collections of assessment mea-
sures useful to teachers for evaluating stu-
dent progress and tests useful for School and
systemwide program evaluation. Our experience,
thus far, shows the task is large and requires
a significant commitment in staff and resources.
The goal is a worthy one because those who sug-
gest priorities for the gifted, disadvantaged,
minorities, the junior high school, or indi--
vidualization of instruction usually see the
preparation of improved collections and uses
of objectives and improved evaluation proce-
dures as requisites.

One system has initiated the process of developing a
frequency count of school level objectives. Based on this
analysis, they will 'determine what percentage of objectives the
present systemwide assessment program measures, and in what areas
they peed to develop additional assessment techniques and mea-
sures., A local coordinator' stressed that this followup activity,

3 Ibid.

110



analyzing school-level objectives, was crucial to reinforcing
the importance of matching assessment to the content of the
instructional program.

It.should also be noted that most of the time-consuming
tasks of developing school level objectives were accomplished by
Maryland teachers and administrators in addition to the perform-

. ance of their everyday instructional responsibilities. The re-
sponsiveness and dedication of all Maryland school professionals
in fulfilling this mandg6 of the accountability law is worthy of
high praise. Ag one .coordinator for accountability noted, "the
involvement of all teachers in the development of school level
objectives has been crucial in the successful implementation of
the goals of accountability and in the strengthening of the total
instrumental program. "``

B. Accountability Assessment Results at the State Level

In-the 1974-75 school year, Maryland's average perform-
ance in most of the achievement/skill areas was slightly below
the national average. On the other band, Maryland's average per-
formance in the ability area showed a progressive increase through
the grades (see Chapter A, Tables 2 and 2A, pp. 86-89).

The state average scores in vocabulary, reading com
prehension, language total, and mathematical total over the fOur
grades tested were within one standard deviation above the mean and
one standard deviation below the mean, or'where 68% of.the national,'
norm group scores were distributed. In GradesP3 and 5, Maryland's
performance closely approximates the national performance. There
is a tendency, however, for Maryland's scores to depart from the,
national norms as we go up the grades. In the 7th and 9th%
grades the average scores are about one-half ofka standard
deviation below the national norm.- -The drop fr&m-the,Sth to
7th grades is most noticeable. The fact that scores drop as
we go up the grades is not unique to Maryland. There is a
trend in the same direction nationwide. It is reflected also
in, the continuing drop of SAT scores in Maryland anted nationwide
('see Appendix C).

While several years, at least five, of data
need to be collected before upward or downward fluctuations can
be meaningfully interpreted, the declifie observed in Year I data
at the state level in student performance in the basic skill
areas of reading, mathematics, and language arts, as measured
by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, is once again demonstrated
in Year II results. Moreover, when an analysis of covariance

4 Ibid.
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.was rformed'on the'state level data, which took the shifts
in onverbal ability into, account, the positive differences, .

ported,lh Table 2A disappeared. This means that the ob-
served .increases in the Year II data were not as large as
mi5hthaVe been expected on the basis of the increase in non-
verbal abl.lity. Opposite Table 2A, there is-a discussion andN....,,
analysis pf the Year II results in a Question and Answer fe..r-
mat (see Table 2A,- pp. 88 and 89).

Discussion of the MAP results at the system
and.schopl levels is provided in the narrative reports
that'precede the Local School System LeVel -- Accountability
Assessment Information. (See Chapter-4, Segtion 4.2.) This
materlaf was,prepared and submitted for publication in the
MAP Repot by each LEA.

112 ,
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STATE OF MARYLAND

TABU 1. STATE LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCI-.100L RESOURCES PROFILE*

4

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

12)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

- PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

4,073,938
.

12,907
.

11.24

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR 'OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.1 12.1

2. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT
.

(7)

' AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

'

(8) ,

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISYRATORS

k

(9)

'
AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADhINESTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

894,314 112,352 120,837 9.9 20.1

r
(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

Ok ABOVE

(12( ')

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

26.6% 18.8
, 92.0I

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

1 TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

' (15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

11,083.95
- _

1799.27 73.72 $28.61

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE'

ADMINISTRATION

(19)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

' 2.6X $10.94 1.02

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE STATE LEVEL NON
SCORES AND ACADEM1
SCORES, BY SKILL 'A

11)

SKILL
AREAS

4

RBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT

EA AND BY GRADE

CM:7F

.-40i1V,.....51

VOCABULARY

(21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

(3)

SPELLING

3

5

7

(43

CAPITAL-
IZATION

15)

PUNCTUATION
1

/

:

4:

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
Fsom.:rn

U41.63

71712

72980

72633

64085 95.'0

71712 96,77 862

72980 90.02

7633 8 73 7 3

64085

71712

72986

72633

6405

71P12

72980

P2633

)40115

71712

72910

1 72633

AVERAGE
(31- 14) (51 (61

STANDARD
RCENT 0 NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD
TUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORES DEVIATION
,,:r , ,, ,-T, r. ,, ('N

. .

95.82 6/9 100.5 lb J1

96.73

89.97

87.1

95.50 879

96.55 862

89.95

86.84

95.55

96,54

'89.95

116.86

95.50

96.53

89.88

86.79

862

240

723

qg-1,10,44t'

879

240

240

223

879

862

240

223

879

'862

240

223

101.5

101,4

107,1

100,5

101.5

101.4

'102,1

100.5

101.5

101.4

102.1

100.5

101.5

101.4

102.1

100.5

101.5

101.4

102.1

16.58

16,88

1P.97

16.71'

16.58

16.68'

16,97

16.71

16.58

16.68

16.97

16.58

16.68

16.97

16.71

16.58

16.68

16.97

16.71

1

AVERAGE
17) 181

GRADE
EQUIVALENT STANDARD.

SCORES DEVIATION
l'-1') (

3.56 1.19 :.!:

:___

5.25 , 1.61

6.85 1.97

B.48 2.177a3g0,7,-Irazwim
3.63 _1 1.27

5.29

6,87

8,42

1.54

1.81

2 00

4.13

5.58

6.99

8.47

3.96

5.55

7.02

8.57

4.11

5.53

6.86

8.36

1.41

1.81

2.15

2.34

1.35

1.72

2.11

2.33

1.46

1.67

2.0

2.30

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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STATE 6F MARYLAND

TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA-AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

111

GRADE

(21

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(31

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS.
TESTED

141 ,

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GEI

(81

STANDARD-`
DEVIATION

(SD)

(0

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 64085 95.53 879 100.5 16.71 3.80 1.40

5 71712 96.60 862 101.5 16.58
...

5.43 1.75

7

-

72980 89.81 240 101.4 16.68 6.97 2.10

9 72633 86.76 223 102.1 16.97 8.36 2.32

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

. , .. -,-;,*....4A.1.

.1

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

4

3 64085 95.28 879 100.5 16,71 4.01 1.24

5 71712 96.34 862 101.5 16.58 5,53 1.54

7 72980 88.88 240 101.4 16.68 6.98 1.86

. .., IN.:

2633
i :tit )

64085

85.

"4-vvt-
95.81 879

in7
i. .4

100.5

6.97
.(4 .1644. f.

16.71

.,.

8 46
.f tvrio.

3.65

2 06

1.10

5 71712 96.62 862 101.5 16.58 5.58 1.55

7 72980 89.78 240 101.4 16.68 7.25 1.79

9 72633 86.84 223 102.1 16.97 8.74 2.01

(9)

MATH ICAL
PR IS

3 64085 95.72 879 100.5 16.71 3.58 1.11

5 71712 96.61 862 101.5 16.58 5.44 . 2.29

7 72980 89.79 240 101.4 16.68

,

6.96 1.75

9 72633 86.77 223 102.1 . 16.97 8.41 1.98

(101

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 64085 95.68 879 100.5 16.71 3.63 - 1.02

5 71712 96.57 862 101.5 16.58 5,50 1.37

7 72980 89.46 240 101.4 16.68 7.12 1.67

9 4,,

..
72633

.. " .t,,o,

R5,38 223 102.1

- '
16,97

''' A,00111104";"

8,60 1,88
-,,,,,,,,s.-1.. 0,01104#01.4.04. 4 4,4141140.0004 "virik'l

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE 2A. STATE LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR 1 (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) -MIA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES *

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

GRADE

3

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974. 1974 - 1975
DIFFERENCE *.\

99.6 100,5 ,9

5 100.8 101.5 .7

101.1° 101.4 ,3

7 6.91 6.85 -.06

READING

COMPREHENSION

3.57 3£3 .06

5 5.31 5.29 -.02

7 6,93 6,87 -.06

9

74:111,==I:.:110M.;.

8,42

3.133

8,42 .00

-tairl,=441
4,,01 .08

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

4.* 44114111.04,Z,

5 4'1- 5.50 5,53 .03

7 4 7.05 6.98 -.07

8,52 6,46 -.06

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3.61 3.63 .02

5 5.53 5.50 -.03

7 7.23 7.12 -,11

9 8.72 8,60 -.12

4..

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-7L, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

FOR INTERPRETING ThIS TABLE.

4$ IT SHOULD DE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEARA AND YEAR II ARE FROM

DIFFERENT STUDEqT,POPULATIONS.

UM,
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SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT TABLE 2A
STATE LEVEL DATA

Q. Is it possible that the average grade equivalent scores for

the two years are really the same and that the observed dif-
ferences are merely chance errors?

A. Yes, suchLchance errors are always possible. However, sta-
tistical tests have shown that the odds are a thousand to one
against the differences not being real, except in the case of
the fifth grade reading comprehension difference score where
the difference could be due to chance error.

Q. Could the observed differences in nonverbal ability between
the different student populations for the two years account
for the significant differences in the average grade equivalent
scores?

A. Not likely. When an analysis of covariance was performed,
taking the shifts in nonverbal ability into account, the posi-
tive differenceg in GE scores disappeared. This means that
the observed increases were not*as large as might have been
expected on the basis of the increase in nonverbal ability.

Only the ninth grade nonverbal ability scores show a decline.
However, even when this decline is taken into consideration,
the decreases in the ninth grade GE's were still significant.

Q. What do all these figures mean in relation to what is happen-
ing with the state average grade equivalent scores as far as

identifying a trend is concerned?

A. Nothing, yet. Suppose the observed difference of -.12 for the
ninth grade mathematics total were to be the first in a sequence
of such,differences over the next few years which looks like
this:

-.12, +.10, +.08, - +.15

Then, in retrospect, we would be able to say that the -.12 in
Table, 2A,was of no great concern. But, suppose that sequence
turns out to be one like this: a

-.12; -.15, -.10, -.13

Then the -.12 would be the first in a Aries of warnings about
a steep decline in the grade 'equivalent scores.

Accordingly, data for several years must be assembled and
analyzed to tell us what trend is occurring-`at the state level.5

5Refer to the narrative reports of the local school systems
(Sections 4.2.1 through 4%2.24) for information regarding
system and school level efforts to improve instructional
programs.

*09 4.
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4.2 LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL-- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.1 Allegany County

A. M Present Status of the Accountabinty Program

The development of school system goals for Allegany
'County was completed.as a part of the first year's activities
for the Maryland Accountability Program. These goals were in-
-cluded as a part of the 1973-74 report to the. Maryland State
Department of Education.

In September 1974, County Goal Development Committees
were established in the areas of writing, mathematics, and read-
ing. The teachers, principals, and supervisors named to the
committees then developed guidelines for writing school level

$ program objectives. These were distributed to all principals
and their faculties early in the school year and were used by
the various school committees to develop their own individual
objective's for programs in reading, writing, and mathematics.

el

1

91



O

All-of the school committees have completed preliminary
development of individual school objectives. These objectives
were reviewed by the county committee, and returned to the schools.
Members of the county committees and the supervisory,staff from -

the Board of Education office will be available to provide assist-
ance to each principal and his staff as they finalize their pro
gram objectives.

B. Local Assessment Activities

During Year I of the program, several inserviceL tivi-
ties, designed to assist staff members in the interpretati6 and
utilization of test results were implemented. Briefing programs
were held with all school level coordinators, a comprehensive, ongoing
program Fin this same area is being continued, with staff members,
principals, department chairmen, and classroom teachers as'
participants.

Emphasis will continue to be placed on the review and
the deVelopment of methods and techniques used for the assessment
of goals and objectives that are not covered by the Iowa.Tests of
.Basic Skills and the State Reading Test.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

- The results, of the accountability testing foiYear II
indicate that Allegany County has maintained an averYage grade
equivalent scores level in all areas tested which was similar to.
those achieved in the Year I program. Additionally, the county's
average grade equivalent scores dre, once_again, consistently
higher than the state average grade equivalent, scores. The one
exception to this comparison is in language usage where, at the
fifth grade level, the state average scoLe is 3.63,, while the
county average is 5.50. This variation is an insignificant dif-
ference since the Variance-can be equated to approximately seven
days in a school year.

Some grade equivalent score differences, both positive
and negative, do exist at the individual school level. the
case of those school scores where the difference is significant,
situations are being studied in order to determine which factors
may be influencing test results. For the purpose of this study,
the item analysis printouts for both years of the accountability
program are being utilized as input for curriculum analysis in
vocabulary, reading comprehension, language, and matheMatics.

119
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D. Program Modification Activities

The'results from Xear of the Accountability Nesting
Program reinforced plans to initiate a K-12 Composition Program.
This ongoing program was introduced systemwide last year as a

comprehensive inservige'activity with elementary and secondary
teachers, and is being continued in the current school year.

The mathematics workshops started in 1974 were continued
during the summer of 1975. The ultimate outcome of this inser-

vice program will 'be the development of a K-12 Mathematics-Con-
tinuum for the school system.

Allegany County has been granted approval for an ESEA,

Title III Project in two small elementary schools that will pro-

vide staff resources and programs designed to strengthen the
students' reading comprehension;

Emphasis is being placed on the incorporation of read-

ing, writing, and computation skills in the content areas of
health, social studies, and science. Better communication, con-
servation, and life effectiveness are correlated objectives in

this program development and extension.

An acWisory group for vocational education,along with
a newly created study group for the gifted and talented, will

also provide input for program revision and development in all
appropriate curriculum areas.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of

Programs and Services

All of the skill objectives of the educational programs

in mathematics, reading, and writing are not adequately covered

by existing assessment instruments. Therefore, to improve the

program of accountability, Allegany County educators whole-
heartedly support the effects by the Directors of the Maryland
Accountability Program and the staff members of the Maryland
State Department of Education to secure funds for the develop-

ment of assessment instruments that will more appropriately

measure the goals and objectives of the schools of Maryland.

Funding should be made available to provide for the

assignment of a staff member in the county whose sole respon-
sibility would be the coordination and utilization of the ever-
increasing amount of assessment and accountability data asso-

ciated with the program. Additionally, Provisions for increased

inservice time for teachers will be essential if vital program

modification is to be accomplished in the coming years.

.12
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F. General Comments

.

The educational programs in Allegany County placeA
emphasis upon attaining appropriate goals and objectives in
both the'cognitive and affective domains of learning. In
addition to teaching the basic skills, educators are providing
an instructional program that is concerned with the development
of concepts and processes with an awareness of values that will
enable the student to function effectively both as an individual
and as a responsible contributing member of society.

Emphasis of accountability must not be placed on skills
alone, and techniques of evaluating those aspects of the educa-
tional program that measure the effectiveness of,the total
school experience in terms of humanistic development must also
be found.
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ALLEGANY COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL -7 COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

ir

A. poRmuN)Tv. CHARACTERISTIC$

(I)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(i)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
I COME

.

'

131

. PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

,SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

53,6111 9,343 13.3 '

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

'(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

., t5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
EMALES 25 YEARS
OP AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

110 II.%

1. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

,-(61-

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

f71

AVERAGE
TEACHER w
SALARY

(11)

AVERAGE SALARY
'OF SCHOOL -LEVEL
,ADMINISTRUORS

I

4

191

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACH
EXPERIENCE

(10)

. AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

16,412 $11,401
-410

516.1100 12.1 22.5

(II) -

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE */

OR ABOVE

(121

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(131 '

ATTENDANCE
, RATE

36.7% +' U:5-- 95.6%

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCIOL YEAR!

(14)
.

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

Al

(1$)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(171
,

PE% PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRAT/ON

$985 $702.56 71.3i $17.61

(11)

PERCEr EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
_SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR.PUPIL
SERVICES

1.R . . $5.71 0.6%

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ALLEGANY COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL.-- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE. EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY -SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

(I) 3

GRADE'

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

,*1.4-...47,04,

95.49

(41

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED .

c r+ 1..,,ftzlitt

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
(SAS)

,Irt- E.F.4*,' ,,P2r,

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

($D)

11.',',...e.my..,7.'...,-,64.44Kil+

15.39

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
ICE)

w,..fe;r:!44.4;43,,z,

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

.(SD)

1.04

W1 9610.i

OA

.-- '

VOCABULARY
t

111.11E73.4"'.*
cz)

READ1N6

COMPRE-

HENSION

MIZEMNINERaf
(3)

'441i,4, ELLING

.5r- ' tV; .vg, te. ,,

3. 112 26 103?0 3.90

5 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 5.53 1.48

1341 96.72 103.0 15,17 7.70

..,,

2,12

'470`iteeK

1430 .

11,*,,,t , ,

93.01

IMMErrjr:7217.0.ii.......ark"-N77,,,,..s,,,
95.49

8

28

104,1

103.0

111,44 9,21 2422

1.21
1132 15.39 3.94

5
, 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15,65 5.60 1.47

7 1341 96.72 8f. 103.0 15.17 7.24 1.60 -

9 1430

.1".414.
1132

93.01

...WON-OVT14.4eW0410N*:
95.49

8

26'

]04.1

103.0

14.44 8.55

..8t- : '

15.39 4.52

1:75

1.27

5 1245 97.99 104.2 15.65 5.93 1.69

7 1341 96.72 8 103.0 15.17 7.74 2.22

9 1430 93.01 8 104.1 14.44 8.73 2.24
(4)

CAPITAL
I2ATION

3 1132 95.49 28 103.0 15.39 4.59 1.24

5 1245 97.99 28 104.2

103.0

15.65 6.14
J

15.17 8.19

1.66

2.13
1341 96.72 ,

9 1430 93.01 8 104.1 14.44 9.30 2.31
(5)

PUNCTUATION

3 1132 95.49 20 103.0 15.39 4.78 1.41

5 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15,.65. 6.01 1.63

7 1341' 96.72 8 103.0 15.17 7.70 2.19

9
1430

.0
93.01 8 104.1 14.44 6.93 2.24

$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR bEFINITON OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ALLEGANY COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE

SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES; BY SKILL AREA AND.BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

II)

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
'TESTED

(4)

NUMDER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)

AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS).

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71

'AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(61

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1132 95.49 28 103.0 1q.39 4.03 . 17.29

5 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 '

.

5.50 , 1.72

7 1341 96.72 8

.3

103.0 15.17 7.37 2.15

1430 93.01' 8 104.1 14.44 8.65 2.28

\171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

vi.1.-:,,,, ,..,0 .4,Fs..,,,,,-

3 1132 , 95.49 .28
103.0 15.39 4.48 1.15

,

5" , 1245 1, 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 5.90 1.49.

7 1341 96.72 8 103.0 15.17 7:75 ' 1.94

'9

, ,.giposw...
1430

.4N-Nyitd,

93.01
itipifig*,, , ,.....,1:r4V-Aist,-,, , , ,

28 i

104.1
tviuMWsec,L - 4.7.-

14.44
..-400-*; .!ri

R.90
, 41.-otoy.:44,.....FeA,P

2.07
ev,d10443

d)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1132 95.49 103.0 15.39 3.90 .96

5 3.245 97.99 28 104:2 I 15.65 5.99 1.41

7 1341 96.72 6 103.0 15.17 7.52 1.59

9 1430 ,93.03. 8 104.1 14.44 8.82 1.81

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1132, 9.5.49 28 103.0 ' 3.5.39 3.75 3..03

5 1245 97.99 28

1

104.2 15.65 5:65 1.32

7 1341 96.72 6 3.03.0 15.17 7.15 ' 1.61

9 1430 93.01 8 104.1 14.44 8.45 1.79

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

'-1-,...-5.4r 04Worbc+.';.417.,,

3 1132 95.49 28 103.0 15.39 3.83 .93

1245 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 5.82 1.29

7 1341 96.72 8 103.0 i 15.17 7.34' 1.49 -,

9

;,-

1430
.-- f -v.. '11.1,VOIWAitifi'.

93.01 8 104,1 14.44 8,63
00 ,*"'

1.68-

'14 ,J....00,
Ir:". '--,:t:14' -- 744r

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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..
ALLEGANY COUNTY

'TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON'OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
ACID AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

3 102.2

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

5

7

105.5

105.4

VOCABULARY

READING

COMPREHENSION

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

107.1

3,84

103.0

104,2

103.0

104.1

3.90

5 5.59 5.53

7 7.74 770

9

3

9,30

3,97

5.57

7.14

9

3

8.71

4.46

5 5.83

7 7.48

9 8.95

.I;;14"")4 -,7.4,1-04107$, 40" 4101V404`z.....

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3.90

9,21

5.60

7.24

8.55

4.4g--

5.90

7,75

8.90

4.7...;,1

5 5.78

7 '7.38

9 8.91

'4*V .1):Iiife:ts"

3.83

5.82

7.311

8,63

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 76-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING. THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

125.
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ALLEGANY COUNTY (BARTON MOUNT ROYAL)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL' RESOURCES PROFILE*

PERCENT J PERCENT

SyelOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENROLL...-. STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 13)SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 16) (7) . 18) (9) (10) 111) 112)

BARTON K-6 232 23.2 96.7 ,9.0 1.0 14.4 16.0 40.0 10.5

BELAIR K -6 455 26.5 96.8 16.0 1.0 6.3 21.0 35.3 8.7

CENTRAL K-6--- 358 23.1 96.4 15.0 .5 10.3 38.0 22.6 12.5

COLUMBIA STREET 1-6 258 19.8 95.6 12.0 1.0 9.1 19.0 23.1 16.p

CORRIGANVILLE 1-6 120 24.0 97.2 4.0 1.0 ,,12.3 6.5 40:0 11.8

CRESAPTONN K-6 495 24.7 96.3 19.0 1.0 16.1 39.0 35.0 12.1

EAST SIDE 338 24.1 96.4` 1.0 11.0 13.0 28.6 21.6

ECKHART K-6 .241 24.1 95.3 9.0 1.0 11.3 11.5 20.0 9.8

ELLERSLIE 116 23.2. 94.3 4.0 1.0 13.1 14.0 60.0 12.2

FROST K-6 465 24.5 96.6 ' 18.0 1.0 17.7 23.0 26.3 8.0

GEPHART 1-6 259 21.5 96.1 11.0 1.0 18.9 12.0 50.0 17.6

HILL STREET 1.-6 199 22.1 97.6 8.0 1.0 11.2 25.0 44.4

JOHN HUMBIRD K -6 321 21.4 95.5 14.0 1.0 6.2 21.0 40.0 23.7

JOHNSON HEIGHTS 1-6 391 24.4 96.4 15.0 1.0 12.3 39.0 31.3 14.1

LA VALE 1.-6 211 21.1 96.9 ' 9.0 1.0 17.4 11.0 40.0 8.8

MCCOOLE K -6 186 26.6 96.1 ' 6.0 1,0 10.0 24.5 14.3. 15.3

MIDLAND 1-6 161 21.5 96.8 7.0 .5 11.3 38.0 20.0 9.5

MOUNT ROYAL 1-6 155 19.4 96.5 7.0 '1.0 16.7 24.0 B7.5 6.5

A °

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

2 (3
4

100

11.2 7549

NA NA

11.3 7678

11.4 7651

11.0 7145

12.2 9565

11.3 7746

12.2 8844,

11.0 7174

12.0 7989

12.0 8682

12.0 8271

1r NA

12.0 8297

12.3 10,136

11.6 7406

11.2 7911

12.3 9735



ALLEGANY COUNTY (BARTON - MT ROYAL)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCOR;S, BY

SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

ALLEGANY COUNTY
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SCHOOL SYbILM
SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCH001. NAME

.....

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFTR. AVERAGE
INCE .

u. GE

.

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DiFFER-
Etta

BARTON 3 102.1 3.53 3.67 -.14 3.69 3.74 -.05 4.12 4.12 +.00 3.83 3.73 +.10

5 97.6 5.14 4.91 +.23 4.83 4.9b -.13 4.78 5.20 -.42 5.14'. 5.19 -.05

BELAIR ELEM 3 103.0 4.18 3.73 4.45 4.29 3.00 4.49 4.43 4.18 +.25 3.75 3.79 -.04

5 111.5 6.15 6.14 4.01 6.33 6.14 4..19 6.33 6.36 -.03 6.32 6.30 4.02

f......

CENTRAL 3 95.4 3.53 3.24 t,29 3.20 3.29 -.01 4.22 3.68 +.54 3.39' 3.35 4.04

5 103.7 5.22 5.45 -.23 5.35 5.48 -.13 5.81 5.71 +.10 5.85 5.68 +.17

COLUM01A STREET 3 100.8 3.27 3.59 -.32 3.20 3.65 -.045 3.80 4.04 7.16 3.38 3.66 -.28

5 103.5 5.05 5.43 -.38 4.98 5.46 -.48 5.55 5.70 -.15 5.24 5.66 -.42

CORRI6ANVILLE 3 96.4 3.71 3.30 +.41 3.50 3.36 +.14 4.18 3.74 +.44 3.42 3.40 4,02

5 98.7 4.81 5.01 -.20 4.99 5.06 -.07 5.44 5.30 +.14 5.17 5.28 -.11

CKESAPTOWN ELEM 3 106.4 4.02 3.95 +.07 4.03 4.03 +.00 4.69 4.41 4:28 3.74 3.98 -.24

5 104.2 5.82 5.49 +.33 5.87 5.52 +.35 6.13 5.76 +.37 6.06 1 5.72 ,4.34

EAST 510E . 3 49.8 3.92 3.52 +.40 4.04 3.58 +.46 4.56 3.97 +.59 3.73 3.60 +.13

5 99.6 5.63 5.08 +.55 5.14 5.13 +.01 5.11 5.37 -.26 5.24 5.35 -.11

i

ECKHART 3 106.9 3.91 3.98 -.07 3.78 4.06 -.2R ° 4.39 4.44 -.05 3.87 4.01 -.14

5 112.5 4.77 6.22 -1.45 5.02 6.22 -1.20 5.7A 6.45 -.67 5.54 6.38 -.84

4

ELLERSLIE 3 111.8 4.32 4.34 4.02 3.89 4.39 -.50 4.34 4.77 -.43 3:82 4.30 -.48

5 111.1 5.95 6.10 -.15 6.36 6.10 +.26 6.44 6.33 +.11 6.48 6.27 +.21

FROST 3 111.8 4.46 0 4.30 4.16 4.52 4.39 +.13 5.31 4.77 +.54 4.41 4.30 +.11

5 105.3 5.64 5.59 +.05 5.93 5.61 +.32 6.77 5.85 +.42 6.18 5.81 +.37

GEPHART 3 107.1 4.17 3.99 +.10 4.18 4.07 4.11 5.14 4.45 +.69 * 4.21 4.02 4.19

5 105.3 5.78 +.19 5.66 5.61 +.05 6.13 5.85 +.20 5.10 5.81 -.01

.

.

HILL STREET 3

5

106.7
99.1

4.09
5.37

'3.97
5.04

+.12
+.33

4.27
5.46

4.05
5.09

+.22
+.37

.4.97
5.42

4.43
5.33"

+.54
+.59

4.22
5.88 ::1:3 411 :::7

JOHN HyMBIRD 3 98.6 3.15 3.44 -.29 3.31 3.50 -.19 3.95 3.89 4.06 3.28 3.53 -.25

5 99.9 5.08 5.11 -,03 5,20 5.16 +.04 5.01 5.40 5.13 5.38 -.25

JOHNSON WIGHTS 3 107.3 4.14 4.01 +.13 4.60 4.09 +.51 4.,12 4.47 +.35 4.18 4.04 ,4.14

5 109.1 6.06 5.92 4.14 6.00 5.93 +.15 6.21 6.16 +.05 6.41 - 6.11 +.30

LAVALE 3 102.1 4.20 3.67 4.53 3.75 3.74 +.01 4.30 4.12 +.18 3.69 3.73 ...04

5 98.4 5.16 4.98 +.18 5.22 5.03 4.19 5.33 5.27 +.06 5.57 5.26 +.31

MCCOOLE 3 94.0 3.41 3.15 4.26 3,53 3.20 +.33 3.13 3.58 +.25 3.53 3.26 +.27

5 97.4 4.97 4.89 4.08 5.54 4.95 +.54 6.21 5.19 +1.02 5.54 5.18 +.36

.
.

MIDLAND, 3 95.0 3.31 3.21 +.10 3.37 3.26 +.11 3.40 3.65 -.25 3.35 3.32 +.03

5 100.7 5.14 5.18 -.04 5.14 5.22 7408 5.56 5.46 +.10 5.32 5.44 -.12

MOUNT ROYAL 3 105.9 4.24 3.92 4.32 3.96 3.99 -.03 4017 4.37 +.50 4.18 3.95 +.23

5 '110.4 5.80 6.04 -.24 6.04 6.04 +.00 6.14 6.27 -.13 5.93 6.21 -.28

11, SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATI&I OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE' SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETINeTNE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES P".OVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ALLEGANY COUNTY (NORTHEAST - WASHINGTON JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND'PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

PERCENT fel'ERCENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS + STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DI SAD- EDUCA- FAMILYORGANI-

ZATION
ENROLL-
MENT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN-
DANCE

DE6REE,
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF
MOTHER

INCUML
IS)TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

SCHOOL NAME (1) 12) 131 (4) (5) (6) 17) (8) (9) (10 (11) (12)

NORTHEAST 1'6 167 19.0 96.9

PARKSIDE 1'6 421 26.3 97.8

, PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 1'6 569 16.7 96.2

PINEY PLAINS 1-6. ', 77 25.7 97.5

THOMAS G PULLEN K-6 190 23.7 95.9

WEST SIDE 1-6 269 19.8 96.3

WESTERNPORT K-6 451 22.5 96.7

FLINTSTONE K."12 502 20.9 94.7

MT. SAVAGE ELEMENTARY K'12 067 19.7 95.8

OLDTOWN ELEMENTARY K'12 467 16.7 96.8

(4.

ALLEGANY SR HIGH 9'12 1,344 - 19.1, 94.1

BEALL HIGH 7'12 1,247 21.9 96.6

BRADDOCK JR HIGH 7-8 720 16.5 95.0

BRUCE SR JR HIGH 7-12. 761 20.5 94.6

FORT HILL SR HIGH 9-12 1.474 19.4 93.9

VALLEY SR JR HIGH 7'12 721 20.0 95.2

WASHINGTON JR HIGH 7'8 756 17.6 95.2

7.8

15.0

32.0

2.0

7.0

12.6

19.0

22.0

42..0

27.0

o
54.0

37.0

36.0

73.0

34.0

41.0

1.0 11.6

1.0 11.2

2.0 11.8

1.0 13.0

1.0 111.1

1.0 12.5

1.0 12.3

2.0 10.3

2.0 10.0

1.0 8.1

o

'3.0 11.8

3.0 12.0

2.0 12.0

2.0 15.1

3.0 13.4

2.0 12.4

2.0 12.7

22.0

41.0

18.3

10.0

23.0

23.0

20.0

20.7

31.5

17.5

22.0

22.0

16.5

21.5

23.3

25.0

21.0

43.2 3.6.8 '11.4

p 3.7 12.

23.5 19.7 10.3

4'

66.7 13.7 10.3

62.5 7.9 11.9

26.5 154 12.1

25.0 .11.1 '11.6

37.5 11.3 10.3

47.7 '11.2

28.6 10.6

41.2 10.6 12.1

49.1 10.7 12.0

46.1 10.5 12.1

39.5 14.6 11.6

43.4 17.4 11.2

50.0 10:7 ,11.3

48.8 '17.3 11.2

SE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PAYIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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8994

10,154

7303

6533

8145

am

7406

6579

7252

7090

8939

6153

$942

7447

7801

7744

7793



ALLEGANY.COUNTY (NORTHEAST WASHINGTON JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

ALLEGANY COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY REAOING COMPREHCNSIUN LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRACIE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. OIFFER- AVCRAGE MARY OIFFCR- AVERAGE MARY.. OIFFER
LANO LNCL LANO ENCELAND ENCE

GE NORM
LAND ENCE

GESAS GE NORM NORM

NORTHCAST '3

5
114.8
101.2

4.23
5.73

4.49
5.23

...26

+.50

4.12
'4.99

4.59
5.27

...47

-.2h
5.08
6.46

4.96
5.50

4.12
+.73 0

RARKSIOE 3
5

109.2
109.4

4.23
6.17

4.13
5.95

4.10 .

.22
4.33
6.14

4.22
5.96

9.11
4.18'

4.99
6.69

4.59
6.19

+.40
4.50

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 3
5

102.0
106.7

3.71
5.95

3.66
5.71

105
.24

3.68
5.93

3.73
5.73

-.05
'4.20

4.33
6.04

4.12
5.96

4.21
4.08

PINEY PLAINS 3 87.5 3.22 2.73 .4q 3.17 2.76 .41 3.60 3.15 +.45

5 99.1 4.39 5.04 -.65 4.57 5.09 -.52 4.71 5.33 -.62

ThOMASG PULLEN 3 100.1 3.74 3,54 4.20 3.92 3.60 4.32 4.16 3,99 4.17

5 107.0 5.54 , 5.74 ...20 5.73 5.76 -.03 6.40 5.99 .4.41

VEST SIOE 3
5

96.7
103.8

4.50
5.72

3.32
5.46

1.18
.26

4.55
6.24

3.38
5.49

+1017
.75

4.44
6.80

3.76
5.72

+1.18
1.08

WESTERNPORT 3 102.4 3.9.0 3.69 .21 4.00 3.76 +.24 4.59 4.14 +.45
5 103.8 5.79

u

5.46 .53 5.91 5.49 4.42 5.92 5.72 +.20

FEINTSTONE ELEM 3 98.7 3.57 3.45 .12 4.00 3.51 .49 4.35 3.90 +.45
5' 94.3 4.26 4.62 -.36 4.22 4.68 ...46 4.47 4.93 -.46
7 97.8 9.65 6.49 3.16 6.46 6.54 ...OM 9.35 6.66 2.69
9 100.7 11.09 8.35 +2.74 9.40 ,0.29 1.11 10.41 8.33 +2.06

Ml SAVAGE ELEMENTARY 3 99.4 3.64 3.50 .14 3.44 3.56 -.12 3.19 3.94 -.05
5 102.2 5.15 5.31 -.16 5.18 5.35 -.17 5.31 5.59 -.28
7 103.3 8.69 7.09 1".68 0.. 6.81 7.09 021.1 7.78 1 7.18 .60
9 .102.6 9.48 8.57 .91 8.11 8.51 ...40 8.83 8.52 +.31

OLUTOwN ELEMENTARY' 3 101.7 3.44 3.64 -.20 3.71 3.71 .00 3,,,77 4.10 -.33
5 100.1' 4.87 5.13 -.26 5.27 5.17 .10 5.33 5.41 ...08
7 92.2 6.65 5.89 .76./ 6.39 5.97 .42 6.57 6.12 +.45
9 103.5 10.72 8.68 +2.04 8.21 8.62 ...41 8.38 8.61 -.23

ALLEGANY SR HIGH 9 105.9 8.51 8.96 -.45 8.55 8.89 -.34 8.87 8.85 +.02

BEALL NIGH 7 104.0 7.10 7.17 ...07 7.32 7.16 +.16 7.49 7.25 '.24
9 104.8 8.63 5.63 -.20 8.90 8.77 +.13 8.95 8.74 .21

BRADDOCK JR HIGH 7 105.2 7.47 7.30 .17 7.51 7.29 4.22 7.92 7.36 .56

BRUCE SR JR HIGH 7 104.7 7.04 7.25 -.21 7.12 7.23 7.09 7.31 -.22
9 103.2 6.46 8.64 -.21 8.50 8.58 -.08 8.27 8.58 -.31

FORT HILL 511 HIGH 9 104.0 10.32 8,74 41.5A 8.41 8.67 -.26 9.32 8.66 .66

VALLEY SR JR NIGH 7 98.5 10.74 6.57 +4.17 8.40 6.61 1.79 9.34 6.72 +2.62_
9 102.5 8.08 8.56 -.46 8.42 8.50 ...08 8.05 8.51

WASHINGTON JR HIGH 7 103.2 6.95 7.08 -.13 6.93 7.08 -.15 7.27 7.17 .10

4.15
5.49

4,47 .

5.46 .01

4.33 4.15 .15
6.31 6.13 .15

3.89 3.73 +.16
6.09 5.92 .17

3.08 2.89 +.19
4.71 5.31 ...60

3.78 3.62 .16
6.54 5.94 .60

3.87 3.42 .45
6.48 5469 .79

3.95 3.75 +.21
6.01 5.69 .32

3.57 3.54 .03
4.82 4.93 -.11
6.81 6.78 .03
8.12 8.45 -.33

3.36 3.58 -.22
5.25 5.56 -.31
6.94 7.34 ...410

8.20 8.65 ...45

3.66 3.71
5.35 5.39
6.33 6.20
8.47 8.75

8.84 ' 9.01

7.47 7.41
8.82 8.89

7.60 7.54 +.06

.04
.13

.4.17

4.06

7.69 7.48 .21
8.58 8.72 ...14

8.51 8.80

7.05 6.85 +.20
6.75 8.64 .11

''7.51 7.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 019 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.2 Anne Arundel County

Cr7

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Goal and Objective Setting Activities Status. The Anne

Arundel County public schools, in accordance with legislative

mandate, has actively developed.and implemented a program of

public accountability. Countywide goals and objectives in read-

ing, writing, and mathematics have been completed, as have school

level goals and objectives in every school. These were developed

by committees of teachers, administrators, coordinators, parents,

and students under the leadership of the appropriate program
coordinator for the countywide goals and objectives, or by the

school principal for the school level goals and objectives.

These"countywide and school level goals are also com-

patible with the overall "Goals for Instruction" of the local

Board of Education and the appropriate program goals adopted by

the State Board of Education.

130
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Objective Setting Activities. Specific measurable
countywide objectives under each program goal in reading, writing,
and mathematics were,prepared as countywide objectives for all
schools. These comprised the overall objectives of the program
for "average" students, and have been divided for each program,
into four levels: Kindergarten - Grade 2; Grades 3 - 5;
Grades 6 - 8; and Grades 9 - 12.

The exact procedures for establishing these objectives
can be found in the 1974 Anne Arundel County Accountability
Report (pp. 4-23 through 4-28). Since the county was one year
ahead of the state in implementing the required accountability
program, the objective setting procedures were completed last
year.

By February 1975, each school had subrditted in writing
to the Associate Superintendent for Instruction a statement of
its adopted objectives by level,in reading, writing, and mathe-'
matics. The carefUl coordination of activities and personnel at
all levels of goal and objective writing were obvious when, in
February 1975, only one school was found to have its goals and
objectives returned for further refinement.

Two illustrations of the careful planning and coordina-
tion of'school level goal and objective setting in Anne Arundel
County are Oak Hill Elementary School and George Fox Junior High
School. The processes at these schools, though riot identical,
emphasized in both cases:

Examination of state and county goals:and county
program objectives;

Determiningstudent abilities by use of State-,
county-, and teacher-made tests, teacher inter-
views, and other locally constructed instruments;

Recognizing student needs by comparing student
abilities to the state and county goals and ob-

?. jectives, and noting those student needs that .

were not included in the state or county documents;

Ranking needs by priority; Ilp

Writing'goals and objectives using local school,
area,. Citizens Advisory Council, and PTA per-
sonnel as consultants; and ,

Evaluation of the current schoOl program in light
of the school's goals and objectives.
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The completion of the school level goals-and objec-
tives has allowed the Anne Arundel County schools to move be-
yond accountability activities legislated at the state level.
Countywide general goals and objectives have been established
in all other program areas beyond reading, writing, and mathe-
matics. These include goals for instructional programs such as
social studies and science, as welOas goals for service programs
such as counseling. Further, ggecific measurable objectives for
al], of these program areas are 'scheduled for completion in
October 1975.

B.. Local Assessment-Acivities

- After both program and school objectives have been esta-
blished,' the most important tasks faced by teachers and students

A are to determine how to measure these objectives, and how to struc-
ture each child's instructional program based on those me ores.

To accomplish these tasks, the Anne Arundel County Publ5c Schools
developed a criterion-referenced testing program in reading and
mathematics that was not only instructionally important but also
instructionally unique within the State of Maryland. These tests,
administered to all students in Grades 3.- 8, provide the follow-
ing Services:

A measure of program objectives and skills for
each child -- those mastered, those not mastered,
and those needing further improvement;

A cross-referenced list of all_ instructional
materials in the county on the objectives and
skills needed to be met by a patticular child;
and

A flexible grouping of the children within a
given teacher's classroom according to skill
strengths and weaknesses, which should permit
a more efficient instructional program.

This testing program, now in its second year, is unique

in Maryland. Hopefully, it will provide a continuing vehicle for
the practical implementation of an individualized curriculum for
each child.

It is often true that loc2 school objectives go be-
yond program objectives and those, too, need assessment. Two

schools in Anne Arundel County are currently participating in a
"Pilot Accountability Program," which is directed at developing

assessment tools'st the school level. This project, under
the joint sponsorship of. the Maryland State, Teachers Assd-

ciation, the National Education Association, and the Maryland
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Stae Department of Education, is being cbnducted at Southern
Senior High School and Marley Glen Special School. 1t8 task
is fundamentally that of carrying accountability to the smallest
local unit, which permits schools to directly meet and measure
their own stated objectives.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment.Result

Now that the second year of testing is comple ed, two
questions arise:

1. What do two years of test scores indicate?

2. What
high

educational steps can be taken to maintain
performance and raise low performance?

The answer to the first question is that the two years
of test scores indicate stable performance by the children of
Anne Arundel County. Both years of testing show that the educa-
tional programs utilized througho4t the county have facilitated,
in general, the performance of the children of Anne Arundel
County atexp,ected- kevels. There are small variations in the
two years of test,scdres as one examines various individual
schools. However, most of these variations are small (e.g., a
part of a month, or everi'a 'whole month) and could be and should
be attributed to mere chance and the error of the testing instru-
ment. Thus, one may temporarily conclude that the test scores
from last year to thisyear have shown stability in performance.

An examination of the second question is being con-
4. ducted by the Process Accountability Committee that represents
seven Maryland counties including Anne Arundel. Undpr the di-
rection of the Maryland State bepartment of Education, the commit-
tee is attempting to isolate those educational factors. and in-
gredients that can be altered at the school levell3which`will
improve, instruction. Concurrently, Anne Arundel County has con-
tinued to pursue similar studies begun in the past. Hopefully,
the local level and state level studies will produce definitive
results that indicate which educational factors should be changed
in our schools.

D. Program Modification Activities

The first year results of accountability led to an in-
creased priority placed on reading. Reading now is emphasized
on a K-12 scope with renewed interest placed in having a dual

'7 '4u 4,
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focus program, i.e., a highly intensive development of reading
d'tills in the elementary years, and maintenance and remediatioh

of skills during the later years.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Program and Services.

Lest it be forgotten, the accountability prograM is a

state-mandated program. Thus, the resources needed to implement
the program mustsbe provided by each local unit. The taxpayer
must realize that these resources wean money and the larger the
school system, the higher the bill). Last year, nearly 2$,000
students participated in accountability testing in Anne-Arundel
County. Thi' massive program'requires support of the following
types of resources: test materials; class time including stu-
dent, teacher, and administrator; data processing services (e.g.,
system analysts, programmers, and computer time to procesi,
score, and record eight subtests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) ion 25,000 students, or a total processing of 200,000 testa
and scores) and analyses of the results.

This program is expensive and since the school system's
budget is finite, an increasing price tag for accountability
often means decreases elsewhere.

F. General Comments'

The high cost of accountability demands that it become

an integral functioning part of the instructional system. It

must allow students and schools a viable assessment of their'
progress and provide a method of plotting their instructional
directions. This means that data must be accurate, quickly re-

turnable, and accepted for planning. It should be noted that

test data in Anne Arundel County is currently returned to
students, parents, and schools in less than one month. Strategies

for making instructional decisions, using the ITBS data as one. of

many resources, is also being studied (see Section C).

One area in which the Maryland State Department of
Education should receive positive recognition is in the method
of data analysis -- multiple-regression. This selection has not'

been without controversy, for'although it is an analysis that is-
fair to all schools in. Maryland and also permits school compari-
sons, it is abstruse to the layman.

Both the layman and thelkpress are often milslead by the

abstrusiveness of the analysis technLque and .the complexities

of the test. Specifically; there,are two major sources of error
4
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in the data that often cause ode misunderstandings among the
.publiC. First, if one were to take any group of children and
idininister a test (e.g., the ITBS) and then retest the same child-
ren with an equivalent version of the same test 'one or two days
later, one would find that the scores were not identical and
varied slightly. In fact, scores could vary from one to six months,
depending on the age and grade of the child. This does not indi-
cate that children actually gained or lost knowledge miraculously,
but rather that current testing instruments just are not that
accurate. (In fact, this phenomenon is so well known to test
makers, it is called Standard Error of Measurement.) Thus, a
score of 3.6 in vocabulary for a third-grade child could be
interpreted as a score in the range of 3.3 tO .3.9, but a more
Accurate measure' is not possible with one test.

.

The,second source of error occurs when all the student
scores are combined to find the school mean because, just as
each student score contributes to the mean, so does his Standard
Error of Measurement associated with that score. It,ytherefore,
follows that it is absurd for thevtate,to report school Scores
as,3.61. If a child's score is 3.4:41 ±3 months, a school score
cannot possibly be more,accurate. A few months' deiiation in
scores is probably not too important, and only the foolhardy
consider a part of a month important. Those scores that do
differ significantly from others beyond chance and beyondfithe
Standard Error of Measurement have been marked with an asterisk.
Other scores should be contrasted with caution.,
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC' SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

12)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(31

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGEA -

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

327,894 13,513 7.2

(4) 4

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.2 12.1

D. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(61

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(71

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(81

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHINGM
E

110)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

77,911 112,479 119,448 8.9 18.7

(11).

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

112)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(131

ATTENDANCE
RATE

23.32 19.5 93.02

C. fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(151

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

1171

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

11.002.13 1770.24 76.92 128.59

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPODITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.92 113.37 1.32

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 60-65. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA7
LENT ,SIRES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

(1)
1.

(2)

.

(3) (4) (5)
AVERAGE

(6) (7)
AVERAGE

(8)

STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF . PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARDSKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORES DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATIONAREAS GRADE ENROLIED TESTED TESTED (SAS) ' (SD) (1',r) (Sp)

4 0 : k t e , : ' ' F. ." tt."4'...'- . 1 * * * + 4 4 . C ...-ii4rvieeWuzgriere- c'-ticiAl4. i t 4 4 4 t v , . \ ' ' 1 0 : - 0 4 t . 4 , 1 PA q 9 M 1. 4 4 4 N k f 4 P -0 4 0 4 1 i ' 7 - 4 : 4

(I) Ao2 9/.1!) /i 10 .3 .b.b./ 3.60 '1.1.5

VOCA RY
5 6211 98.63 72 102,5

IIII

15.78 '5.38 1:55

7 6435 93.04 15 102.6 15,62 6,88 1.90

9 5910 91.73 13 1(b.0 16.36 8.46 2.03
,..ze.3),,,401E41AV4.frktiet?=-:'-'$.4

ft/ 'ew' 10.111P-MV *ref' '- . ." ,..61'4':'44g4-4.::1:-,4~,...'-:Iffreirift4itakv

(2) 5482 97.28 73 101.3 15,67 3.67 1.21

READING

COMPRE-

5 6211 98.62 72 102.5 15,78, 5.31 1,45

HENSION 7 6435 '93.19 15 102.6 15.62 6.98 1.68

.

9 .

5910 01, 66 13 102,0 16.36 8.38 1.87
w.s,t. F4W-orJ,,), , 4tiolitrAs7.1%,!1^4'.if.e% . lt.."46: 9,9*i?),.....t,:.* 4,}:K;4:4m-r:,y)7,46%.1.1.5.;14(..0,1119.7.4t4716.fer.,,i-,-,....x - _ArTgiOlf,

(3) 3
, 61 97.35 73 101.3 15.67 4.12 1.38

SPELLING 5 6211 98.71 72 102.5 15.78 5.5'5 1.74

7 6435 92.63 15 102.6 15.62 6.84 2.10

2 5910 91.93 13 102.0 16.36 8.24 2.33

(4)
3 5482 97.30 73 101.3 15.67 ' 3.81 1.30

CAPITAL- 5 6211 98.68 72 102.5 15.78 5.39 1.64

IZATION

7 6435 92.76. 15 102.6 15.62 6.75, 1.99

9 5910 91.78 13 102.0 16.36 8.18 I 2.24

(5)
3 5482 97.30 73 101.3 15.67 3.92 1.41

TIONPUNCTUATION
6211 98.62 72 102.5 15. 5.40 1.57

*

7 6435 92.62 15 102.6, 15.62 6.67 1.99

. -
9

5910 91.64 13 102.0 16.36 8.13 .2.30

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-61 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLES
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

TABLE 2e SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE',
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY. GRADE* (CONTINUED)

" i

,

SKILL'
A

AREAS

11)

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
t SCHOOLS .

TESTED

15.1

AVERAGE
STANDARD .

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)-

(6)

.

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EOUIVAetNT
SCORES
(GE)

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE .

3 5482 96.95 73 101.3 15.67 3.77 1.37

5 6211 98.66 72 102.5 15.78 5.42 1.71

7 6435 92.32 15 102.6 15.62 6.97 7' 2.00

9 5910 91.47
t

13 102.0 16.36 8.29 2.22

-.

17)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

-;V:r- 1 ' '..

(o)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

er,

.

5482 1 96.66 73

.

101.3 15.67 3.90 1.19

5
,.. ..

6211 98.25 72 102.5 15.78 5.45 1.45

7 6435 90.75 15 102.6 15.62 6.82 1.14

.%'4%,
5010
yQ
5482

,

8 .63
viq14.6:- ,

97.08
-

13

'''MOIlr'''''''
73

..

102.0

4.;
101.3

6.36

15.67

8 24
. .i N'I.,,1%.;:..'

3.65

1 90

1.52

6211 98.42 72 102.5 15.78 5.51

.

1.69

7 6435 ' 92.74 15 102.6 15.62 7.23 1.77

5910

.

91.22 . 13 102.0, 16.36 8.62 1.94

.

19)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3

.
.

5482 97.10

,

73 101.3 15.67 3.58 1.11

5 6211
.

98.47 72 102.5 15.78 5.38
.

1.30

, 7 6435 93.19 15 102.6 15.62 6.99 1.67

r

9 '5910 91.27 13 102.0 16.36 8.31 1.87

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 5482 , 97.08 73 101.3 15.67 3.63 .99

5 6211 4 98.39 72 102.5 15.78. 5.45 1.27

7 6435

_.

92.54 , 15 102.6 15.62 7.09 1.57
.

9 5910 90,90 13 102.0 16.36 8.47 '1.77

...i, , .....v....,..::-..- , ..4.6..,,ofbr.,' . ,. :,e4fir,,iw., ,41)Akiii0.44.7v "k..iiA49444.'S- '41'1'4* .b. 4'

a

SEE CHAPTER'3, PAGES .68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL'COUNTY'
4

TABLE 21. SYSTEM.LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE .GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORS*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 100.2 101.3

NONVERBAL 5 100.3 102.5
ABILITY

..z, .-. . ... . .44(1.4::' .:

VOCABULARY

"I', i 4,"'"I*1.41'... . lel'

7 102.3 102,6

9

. Vileis4

103.6

,~060
102.0

do**

3.603.57

5 5,40 5.38

7 ' 6.96 6.88

:9~;.'
8.54

. :' 4%14040;94

3.61

.8.46 .

. -.!.-..,..4.,

3.67

READING

COMPREHENSION

5 5e36 5.31

7 6.93 6.98

8.42 8.38

41t. '..;14Vri.

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

.4.4k140,-- ... ...*-0;0/41A,,..*: ,..

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

.a.0.1.;.'0.-(0 t'AllP-IvA

3 3.99

4*
3.90

5 5.40 5.45

7 6.87 6,82

9

-..014*-0/1"-

3

8.24

. a-..tim40*4.41.4,!'

8.24

,4:41 . - ,

3.633.55

5 5.48 5.45

7 7.10 7.09

4.7.1:1*-4,

8.61

- 441WCWA!

8.47

4!.10 .44

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE

FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

.1 3 9
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY FERNDALE)
A

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC S$ WOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

. SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA-.. FAMILY
ORGANI ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (t) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY P-6

ARNOLD ELEMENTARY K -6

314 27.3

690 25.5

94.3 10.5

94.4 25.0

1.0 12.9 10.5 17.4

2.0 12.3 15.3 22.2

21.0

10.8

12.4

12.5

10,262

12,968

BELLE GROVE ELEMENTARY 1....6 266 26.6 94.5 9.0 1.0 10.3 12.0 40.0 3.1 10.5 '11,483

BELVEDERIWELEMENTARY 1-5 718 22.8 94.4 29.5 2.0 11.7 9.5 15.9 5.8 12.3 13,031

)ENFIELD 653° .24.7 95.6 25.4 1.0 12.2 30.6 26.1 3.3 12.4 14,927 .

....-,

BODKIN ELEMENTARY 887 26.2 94.2 31.8 2.0 9.5 30.0 20.7 3.3 12.1 12,177

BROCK BRIDGE K-6 589 25.1 95.4 21.5 2.0 4.6 19:9 10.6 1.5 12.4 12,282

BROOKLYN PARK ELEMENTARY K -6 648 20.3 95.6 30.0 2.0 , 13.3 20.5 31.3 9.0 10.2 10,920

CAFE ST CLAIR K-5 928 24.7 93.3 35.5 2.0 9.2 21.5 29.3 6.0 12.4 12,495

CARRIE R WEEDON K-6 166 25.5 94.4 5.5 1.0 15.1 22.3 15.4 14.3 12.0 10,837

CENTRAL K-6 729 21.4 95.7 32.0 2.0 9.4 23.8 41.2 4.8 12.3 11,922

CROFTON K-6 562 25.5 93.9 21.0 1.0 7.9 14.7 22.7 7.1 12.4 16,913

CROFTON WOODS K-6 858 26.8 94.0 30.0 2.0 7.5 16.0 15.6 3.4 12.8 17,602

DAVIDSONVILLE K-6 566 24.1 94.4. 22.5 1.0 10.5 23.0 17.0 10.4 12.0 11,462

DEALE K-6 200 23.5 94.4 7.5 1.0 10.5 11.0 nos 4.8 12.1 10,421

.

EASTPORT P -6 338 28.2 93.1 11.0 1.0 11.3 9.2 33.3 9.9 12.3 11,373

EDGEWATER Kq, 6304 25.2 95.6 24.0 1.0 11.5 22.0 28.0 4.7 12.2 11,748

FERNDALE 324 23.8 96.9 12.6 1.0 9.9 26.0 29.4 6.5 11.4 11,597

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 12.73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND souRces OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

140 lib



ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY-FERNDALE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASID ON SCHOOL

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES* ,

SCHOOL SYSIEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY 3 106.1 3.78 3.93
5 100.9 5.04 5.20

ARNOLD ELEMENTARY 3 98.3 3.91 3.43
5 104.5 5.80 5.52

`BELLE GROVE ELEMENTA 3 105.5 3.70 3.89
S 102.1 5.49 5.31

BELVEDERE ELEMENTARY 3 100.7 3.87 3.58
5, 104.6 5.71 5.53

BENFIELD 3 112.1 4.50 4.31
5 109.2 6.47 5.93

BODKIN ELEM 3 102.9 3.44 3.72
5 103.0 5.35 5.39

BROCK BRIDGE 3 102.5 3.30 3.70
5 108.2 5.70 5.84

BROOKLYN PARK ELEMEN.3 99.9 3.90 3.53
5 96.6 5.47 4.82

CAPE ST CLAIR 3 99.7 3.65 3.52
5 106.0 5.63 5.65

CARRIE R WEEDON 3 98.4 3.75 3.43
5 107.7 5.17 5.80

.

CENTRAL . 3 102.7 3.65 3.71
5 100.9 4.87 5.20

CROFTON 3 100.8 3.89 3.59
5 103.3 5.46 5.41

CROFTON WOODS 3 105.3 3.81 3.55
5 109.6 6.10 5.97

DAVIDSONVILLE 3 102.5 3.67 3.70
5 98.6 5.39 5.00

DEALE 3 95.3 3.93 3.23
5 101.0 5.16 5.21

EA5TPORT 3 i 1.2 3.36 3.61
5 95.6 4.56 4.73

EUGEWATER 3 94.9 3.36 3.21
5 97.4 4.57 4.89

FERNDALE 3 104.0 3.34 3.79
5 105.2 5.55 5.58

SEE CHAPTER 5. PAGES 74 -75. FOR puiNITIGN OF

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
EPCE LAND , ENCE LAND

GE NORM GE NORM

-.15
-.1e

.48

.28

-.1q

.24

.18

.19

.54

-.28
-.04

-.40'

'x'{,,37$0
.65

.13
-.02

4.32
-.63

-.06
-.33

.30

.04

-.07
.21

-.03
.59

.7p
-.05

-.25
-.17

.15
-.32

-.45
-.03

DIFFCR- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER-
ENCE LAND EMCE

GE NORM

3.96 4.01 -.05 3.91` 4.39 -.48 3.79 3.97 -.18
5.10 5.24 -.14 5.26 5.48 -.22 5.20 5.46 ...26

3.93 3.48 .45 4.16 3.87 .29 3.63 3.51 "4.12
5.78 5.55 .23 5.67 5.78 -.11 5.98 5.74 .24

3.97 3.97 .00 4.70 4.35 .35 3.92 3.93 -.01
5.27 5.34 -.07 5.54 5.58 -.04 5.97 5.55 .42

4.04 3.65 .34 4.13 4.03 .10 3.83 3.65 .18
5.58 5.55 .03 5.55 5.79 -.24 5.76 5.75 .01

4:88 4.41 .47 5.03 4.79 .24 4.58 " 4.31 .27
6.35 5.94 .41 6.72 6.17 .55 6.61 6.12 A9

3.55 3.79 -.24 3.90 4.17 -.27 3.54 3.78 ...24

5.30 5.42 -.42 5.31 5.65 -.34 5.67 5.62 .05

3.44 3.77 -.33 3.56 4.15 -.29 3.47 3.76 -.29
5.56 5.86 =:30 5.92 6.09 -.17 5.59 6.04 -.45

3.95 3.59 .36 4.18 3.98 .20 3.97 3.61 .36
5.71 4.85 .83 5.58 5.12 .46 5.68 5.11 .57

3.79 3.55 .21 3.92 . 3.96 -.04 .3.50 3.59 .01
5.49 5.67 -.18 5.59 5.91 -.32 5.59 5.86 -.27

3.79 3.49 .30 4.08 3.88 .20 3.40 3.52 .-12.
5.62 5.82 -.20 5.43. 6.05 -.62 5.25 6.00 -.75

3.63 3.75 -.15 3.83 4.16 -.33 3.56 3.77 -.21
5.05 5.24 -.19 4.99 5.48 -.49 4.96 5.46 -.50

3.72 3.65 .07 4.01 4.04 -.03 3.62 3.66 -.04
5.34 5.44 -.10 5.57 5.68 -.11 5.71 5.65 .06

3.93 3.95 -.02 3.54 4.33 -.49 3.79 3.92 -.13
6.10 5.98 .12 6.54 641 .33 5.80 6.15 -.35

3.76 3.77 -.01 3.67 4.15 -.48 3.51 3.76 .25
5.02 5.05 -.03 5.08 5.29 -.21 5.48 5.27 +.21

4.07 3.28 .79 4.07 3.67 .40 5.84 3.34 .50
5.51 . 5.25 .26 5.53, 5.49 .04 , 5.37 5.46 -.09

,

3.58 3.68 -.10 3.88 4.06 -.18 3.44 3.68
4.61 4.74 -.18 5.n5 5.04 .01 5.00 5.03

3.20 3.26 -.06 3.42 3.64 3.39 3.32 .07
4.70 4.95, -.25 4.54 5.19 -.35 8.93 5.10 -.25

3.21* 3,87 -.66 3.75 4.25 -.50 3.46 3.84 -.38
5.34 5.60 -.26 5.45 5.54 .39 5.26 5.80 ...54

TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING ",,DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE,. SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TA3LE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (FOLGER, MCKINSEY 7. LAKE SHORE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN '.
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE ' AVERAGE YEARS STAFF'
GRAVE' SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI-.
2ATION

ENROLL-
MENT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN
DANCE TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

DEGREE
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF
,M0fHER

INCUMl
($)

SCHOOL NAME (3) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 18) A9) (.10) (11) (12)

FOLGER MCKINSEY K-6 625 24.0 94.9 24.0 2.0 9.6 11.5 23.1 1.0 12.5 14,660

FORT SMALLWOOD K -6 372 22.5 92.8 -15.5 1.0 6.2 18.0 24.2 8.6 10.5 10,684

FOUR SEASON K -6 743 24.8 96.7 29.0 1.0 8.2 24.9 10.0 5.3 12.3 12,728
tr

FREETOWN P -6 440 24.4 93.2 17.0 1.0 7.9 9.0 5.5 7.3 11.1 10,446

GEORGE CROMWELL K -6 500 20.4 95.4 23.5 1.0 9.3 '22.0 22. 3.4 11.9 11,531

GEORGETOWN EAST K-6 1 '738 ,21.7 92.5 32.0 2.0 8.7 22.1 20.6 ,6.0 12.6 13,042

GERMANTOWN INTERMEDIATE 5-6 247 19.6 94.3 11.6 1.0 7.4 41.0 52.4' 10.3 12.3 10,738

GERMANTOWN PRIMARY 547 21.9 94.5 23.0 2.0 12.1 32.7 12.0 11.4 12.3 10,738

GLEN BURNIE PARK K -6 570 23.7 93.7 23.1 1.0 12.9 24.5 8.3 1.5 12.2 12,443

GLENDAWE' 1(6 797 22.8 92.8 33.0 2.0 13.3 19.9 14.3 5.5 11.9 11,066

/>\
HARMAN 502 19.7 95.1 24.5 1.0 7.5 ,21.0 15.7 12.4 10.8 9635

HIGH POINT i.-6 355 22.2 93.9 15.0 1.0 I. 35.0 12.5 9.7 10.6 11,045

I{ILLSMERE K^6 603 19.8 95.3 24.5 1.0 10.1 19.8 22.9 2.2 12.7 14,518

HILLTOP K -6 691 25.6 9/0 . 25.0 2.0 7.5 14.0 37.0 5.5 11.4 11,604

JACOBSVILLE K -6 599 22.2 94.1 25.0 2.0 8.1 17.5 22.2 5.6 10.7 10,512

JESSUP K -6 333 20.1 93.7 15.6 1.0 10.0 9.0 42.2 12.6 11.3 10,156

JONES K -6 188 23.3 94.2 7.5 1.0. 7.9 9.0 17.6 11.6 12.8 15,851

LAKE SHORE K -6 73 22.8 93.9 27.5 2.0 10.6 12.9 16.9 y 9.6 12.0 11,591

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72.-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (FOLGER MCKINSEY LAKE SHORE)

TABLE 4 SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON.SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD WAGE SCORES*

ANNE. ARUNDEL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SCHOOL NAME

FOLGER MCKINSEY

V

SKILL AREAS
41712)

VOCABULARY READING COPRENENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DTFFER'
LAND ONCE LAND ENCL LAND ENCE LAND Emcip

SAS GE NORM GE NORM " GE NORM GE NORM

3 109.4 4.29 4.19 4.15 4.31 4.23 .08 4.84 4.61 4.23 4.56 4.16 4.40
5 110.0 6.61 6.07: 4.54 6.20 6.08 4.12 6.56 6.31 4.25 6.51 6.25 4.26

FORT SMALLWOOD 3 100.1 3.37 3.54 -.17 3.72 3.60 4.12 3.65 3.99 .34 3.53 3.62
5 99.0 5.18 5.03 4.15 5.14 5.08 4.06 5.06 5.32 -.26 5.36 5.31 .05

FOUR SEASON

FREETOWN

GEORGE CROMWELL

3 105.8 3.79 3.91 -.12 ,3.79 3.99 4.20 4.37 , 3,68 3.95 -.27
5 109.4 5.82 5.95 -.13 5.78 5.96 ...18 6.22 6.19 4.03 5.63 6.13 -.50

3 96.7 3.15 3.32 -.17 3,37 3.38 -.01 3.66 3,76 -.10 3.15 3.42 -.27
5 101.0 4.83 5.21 ...MI 5.07 5.25 -.18 5.27 5.49 -.22 5.22 5.46 .24

3 104.1 3.74 3.80 3.55 3.07 -.32 3.94 4.25 -.31 3.76 3.85 -.09

5 103.2 5.34 5:40 ...06 5.37 5.44 -.07 5.35 5.67 -.32 5.61 5.64 .03

GEORGITOWN4EAST 3 94.2 3.25 3.16 4.09 3.33 3.21 4.12 3.62 3.60 4.02 3.22 3.28 -.06
5 98.8 5.11 5.01 4.10 5.08 5:06 4.02 5.27 5.30 -.03 5.09 5.29 -.20

GLRMARTOWN INTERN 5 99.3 4.95 5.06 -.11 4.89 5.11 -.22 R 4.99 5.35 -.36 5.23 5.33 .....10

GERMANTON PRIMARY 3 97.2 3.50 3.35 4.15 3.56 3.41 . 4.15 3.69 3.80 -.11 3.52 5:45 +.07

GLEN- BURNIE PARK 3 100.3 3.70 3.55 .15 3.63 3.62 4.01 3.96 4.00 .04 3.55 3.63 -.08
5 104.0 5.50 5.47 4.09 5.24 5.50 -.26 5.61 5.74' -.13 5.51 5.70 -.19

a

GLENOALE 3 102.3 3.69 3.68 4.01 3.73 3.75 -.02 3076 4.13 -.37 -3.52 3.75 -.23
5 104.4 5.42 5.5k ...09 5.30 5.54 ...24 5.34 5.77 .43 5.42 5.74 -.32

HARMAN 3 97.7 3.49 3.39 4.10 3.48 3.44 4.04 3.77 3.83 -.06 3.54 3.48 4.06
5 100.5 5.27 5.16 4.11 5.28 5.21 4.07 5.20 5.45 -.25 5.25 5.42 -.17

HIGH POINT 3 93.8 3.24 3.14 4.10 3.28 3.18 4.10 3.42 3.57 -.15 3.24 3.25 -.01
5 99.2 4,97 5.05 -.08 4.68 5.10 -.42 4.99 5.34 -.35 5.08 5.32 ....24

C

H1LLSMERE 3 101.8 3.69 3.65 4.04 3.69 3.72 7.03 4.17 440 4.07 3.70 3.72 -.02
5 98.9 4.92 5.02 -.10 5.02 5.07 ...05 5.48 5.31 4.17 5.55 5.30 4.25

HILLTOP 3 103.1 3.60 3.73 -.13 3.63 3.81 ...18 4.29 4.19 4.10 4.06 3.79 4.27
5 107.0 5.35 5.74 -.39 5.08 5.76 '.68 5.31 5.99 -.68 5.72 ° 5.94 -.22

JACOBSVILLE 3 101.9 3.40 3.66 -.26 3.41 3.73 -.32 3.71 :14.11 ...MO' 3.47 3.72 ..2g
5 98.2 4.94 4.96 -.02 4.70 5.01 -.23 4.82 5.25 -.43 4.82 5.24 .42

JESSUP 3 99.8 3.27 '3.52 -.25 3.41 3.58 -.17 3.53 3.97 ...44 3.24 3.60 ' -.36
5 98.8 4.98 5.01 -.03 5.01 5.06 ...I:15 5.00 5.30 . -.22 5.08 5.29 -.21

JONES 3 112.4 4.11 4.33 -.22 4.27 4.43 -.16 4.95 4.81 4.14 4.32 4.33 -.01
5 100.3 5.79 5.15 4.64 5.54 5.19 4.-35 .5.40 5.43 4.37 5.66 5.41 4.25

LAKE SHORE 3 100.3 3.25 3.55 ...30 3.41 3.62 -.21 3.91 4.00 -.09 3.55 3.63 ....Oa

5 99.9 5.14 5.11 +.03 5.13 5.16 -.03 5.29 5.40 -.11 5.05 5.38 -.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION OP.TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 01 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (LINTHICUM POINT PLEASANT)

'TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
-PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD-. EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI-. ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DCGREE VAN-. PION OF 1NcomE

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATION , MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCVOOL NAME (1) (2) 13) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) . (12)

LINTHICUM K-6 540 22.5 95.4 23.0 10 8.9 22.0 16.7 1.5 12.0 13.240

LOTHIAN P -3 441 23.2 92.3 18.0 1.0 6.0 18.0 10.5 11.9 12.0 10..072

MANOR VIEW K-6 56 27.2 95.5 "29.5 2.0 7.7 17.8 22.2 6.2 12.4 7487

MARLEY K -6 488 19.5 93.1 24.0 1.0 7.5 24.1 16.0 7.5 11.6 10,501

MARYLAND CITY 1(6 572 23.0 95.48 23.9 1.0 7.2 26.0 12.0 6.6 12.3 12.258

MAYO K-6 396 24.7 95.6 14.0 2.0 9.7 31.9 18.7 2.6 12.4 124113

MEADE HEIGHTS t K -6 . 384 28.4 95.4 12.5 1.0 9.3 23.0 14.8 5.7 12.3 7699

MILLERSVILLE K -6 731 22.8 94.1 30.0 2.0 9.7 7.7 18.7 8.3 12.3. 12.826

NORTH GLEN K -6 435 20.7 91.0 20.0 1.0 11.0" 39.0 ,28.6. 7.9 11.9 11,407

OAK HILL K -6 705 27.6 94.6 23.5 2.0 7.7 29.0 25.5 10.7 12.5 15.317

OAKWOOD ...*-.6 376 15.7 92.7 23.0 1.0 8.4 20.0 20.8 3.3 12.0 10,974

ODENTON K-6 507 22.0 95.4 22.0 1.0 8.4 20.1 13.0 5.6 12.3 11.988

OVERLOOK K-6 438 20.9 94.8 20.0 1.0 10.1 15.9 19.0 4.8 11.3 12.532

PARK ELEMENTARY K -6 599 23.0 94.8 24.0 2.0 6.5 13.5 19.2 2.7 1044 10.296

PAROLE 1(,40 613 23.7 95.7 23.9 2.0/ 7.8 27.5 19.3 10.8 12.3 11,876

PASADENA K -6 521 21.7 93.6 p 23.0 1.0 11.3 12.0 25.0 1.7 12.0 12.512

(PERSHING HILL' 543 21.7 95.8 /4.0 1.0 12.7 17.4 20.0 5.9 12.4 7487

POINT PLEASANT K".6 1.138 24.2 93.4 45.0 2.0 7.1 22.0 19.1 3.2 11.6 11.518

. /

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
(''
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (LINTHICUM - POINT PLEASANT)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL:- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT'SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME

.._ -

GRADE AVEkAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER.. AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY..
LAND
NORM

DIFFER.. AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY..
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-. AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

.01FFER..
.ENCE

'LINTHICUM 3 104.6 4.05 3.83 4.22 4.30 3.91 +.39 4.66 4.29 +.37 4.23 380 +.35
5 107.2 6.26 5.76 4.50 5.74 5.77 -.03 5.65 6.01 k.36 5.75 5.96 -.21

LOTHIAN 3 97.8 3.27 3.39 -.12 3.38 3:45 -.07 3.67 3,04 -.17 3,30 3.48 -.18

MANOR VIEW 3 102.6 3.41 3.70 -.29 3.56 3.77 -.21 3.68 4.15 -.51 3.49 3.76 -.27
5 101.7 5.27 b.27 4.00 5.48 5.31 4.17 5.56 5.55 +.01 5.34' 5.52 -.18

HARLEY 3 96.0 3.36 3.28 4.00 3.26 3.33 -.07 S.33 3.72 ".39 3.01 3.30 -,37
5 99.4 4.81 5.07 -.26 4.73 5.11 -.30 4.78 5.35, -.57 4,79 5.34 -.55

MARYLAND CITY 3 93.t 3.23 3.12 .11 3.44 3.16 +.28 3.63 3.55 4.08 3.21 3.24 ...03

5 103.8 5.47 5.46' +.01 5.22 5.49 -.27 5.44 5.72 -.28 5.49 5.69 -.20

MAYO 3 101.9 3.96 3.66 4.30 4.16 3.73 +.43 4.39 4.11- +.28 4.08 3.72 +.36
5 104.2 6.07 5.49 4.58 5.76 5.52 +.24 6.03 5.76 +.27 6.43' 5.72 +.71

HEADE HEIGHTS 3 102.0 3.77 3.66 +.11 3.81 3.73 4.00 4.30 4.12 4.18 4.15 3.73 4.42
5 104,7 5.53 5.54 -.01 5.36 0.56 -.20 5.63 5.80 -.17 6.08 5.76 +.32

MILLEASVILLE ELEM 3 102.0 3.66 3.66 4,00 3.73 3.73 +.00 3.73 4.12 -.39 3.73 3.73 400
5 100.9 5.32 5.20 4.12 5.21 5.24 -.03 5.42 5.48 -.06 5.85 5.46 +.39

NORTH GLEN 3 90.0 3.23 3.41 -.10 3.32 3.46 -.14 3.52 3.85 -.33 3.16 3.50 -.34
'5 101.4 5.03 5.24 -,21 5.07 5.28 -.21 5.22. 5.52 -.30 5.30, 5.50 -.20

I

OAK HILL 3 108.6 3.70 4.09 -.39 3.95 4.18 -.23 3.0 4.55 -.70 3.85 4.11 -.26
5 107.4 5.71 5.77 -.06 5.69 5.79 -.10 5.00 6.02 -.22 5.86 5.97 -.11

0A4000 3

5
97.7
98.6

3.65
5.07

3.39
5.00

4.26
4107

3.68
4.92

3.44
5.05

.24
1-.13

4.10
5.08 g:::

3.72
5.36

3.40
5.27

.24
+.09

ODENTON 3 102.3 3.72 3.60 4.04 3.73 3.75 -.02 3.00 4.13 -.33 3.54 3.75 -.21
5 106,8 5.19 5.72 -.53 5.38 5.74 -.36 5.24 5.97 -.73 5.30 1 5.93 -.63

OVERLOOK 3 103.8 3.83 3.78 4.05 3.59 3.85 -.26 3.62 4.23 -.61 3.66 3.83 -.17
5 104.7 5.65 5.54 +.11 5.53 5.56 -.03 5.64 5.80 -.16 5.49 5.76 -.27

.

PARK ELEMENTARY 3
5

95.7
100.9 "

3.25
4.93

3.26
5.20

-.01
-.27

3.27
5.02

3.31
5.24

...04
-.22

3.118
5.10

3.70
5.48

-.22
-.38

3.31
4.99

3.36
:::?,

PAROLE 3 9,R.6 3.15 3.51 -.36 3.34 3.57 -.23 3.44 3.96 -.52 3.28 3.59 -.31
5 99.1 4.97 5.04 ..,07 5.01 5.09 -.08 5.17 5.33 -.16 5.35 5.31 +.04

PASADENA 3 100.8 3.64 3.59 4.05 3.51 3.65 -.14 3.81 4.04 .23 3.63 3.66 -.03
5 102.2 5.80 5.31 r 4.49 5.44 5.35 .09 5.72 5.59 +.13 5.73 5.56 4.17

PERSHING HILL 3 106.5 4.10 3.95 .15 4.AO 4.03 4.26 4.4d 4.41 4.07 4.06. 3.99 4.07
5 107.5 b.57 5.70 -.21 5.77 5.00 -.03 5.06 6.03 -.17 5.78 5.98 -.20

POINT PLEASANT 3 103.1, 3.60 3.73 -.13 3.61 3.81 -.20 3.0 4.19 -.34 3.55 3.79 -.24
5 102.r 5.52 , 5.31 .21 5.36 5.34 4.02 5.30 5.58 -.28 5.42 5.55 -.13

5E8 CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATIOh OF ASTERISK (41 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.r
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4

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (QUARTERFIELD WEST ANNAPOLIS)

TABLE 3.. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

,

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
29TION

(i)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MINT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(3)

.

PERCENT
AVERAGE-
DAILI
ATTEN
DANCE
(4)

TOTAL NO.

. .

AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF
MASTER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

(9)

SCHOOL AGE' CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
(11)

MEDIAN
fAHILY
INCUHL
(s)

(12)

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
(7)

ADMIN:
(8)

QUARTERFIELD Itfs 6$0 21.6 94.3 29.5 2.0 7.0 20.5 15.9 12.3 12.0 11,669

RICHARD HENRY LEE K -6 559 21.5 95.1 24.0 2.0 10.9 16.0 23.1 9.2 12.0 110174

RIDGEWAY K-6 543 21.7 95.7 24.0 1.0 11.3 14.0 2$.O 6.3 42.0 10.516

RIPPLING WOODS K-6 841 30.0 94.4 26.0 2.0 6.7 19.5 25.0 4.0 12.1 12,695

A

.

RIVIERA BEACH K-6 . 54$ 24.9 93.0 21.0 1.0 0.5 27.0 9.1 2.2 10.6 11,045

ROLLING KNOLLS K-6 52$ 19.5 95.1 26.0 1.0 0.9 21.0 22.2 10.6 12.3 12,286

0
SEVERN K-6 310 23.$ 94.2 12.0 1.0 13.6 21.0 23.1 5.0 12.0 10,353

SEVERNA PARK K -6 36$ 23.0 94.4 15.0 1.0 11.1 23.5 31.3 4.6 12.7 16,606

SHADE SIDE ELEMENTARY K-6 60$ 22.9 94.4 20.0 2.0 0.6 25.2 20.0 9.5 12.0 10,373

SOLLEY K -6 19$ 23.3 93.3 7.5 1.0 5.2 15:4 11.$ 4.3 10.1 10,509

SOUTH SHORE K-6 290 23.4 93.4 11.4 1.0 5.3 13.5 11.3 17.6 10.5 12,101

N

° SOUTHGATE K-6 646 24.1 94.7 24.0 2.0 11.1 14.9 17.3 4.6 12.1 12,461

SUNSET K-6
4:1`

64$ 24.0 92.5 25.0 2.0 4.1 10.5 22.2 5.7 10.4 10,121

JRACEYS 1r5 394 17.9 96.3 21.0 1.0 10.5 2$.O 36.4 17.9 11.7 9512

TYLER HEIGHTS 614 lb.& 94.3 31.0 2.0 8.1 9.0 21.2 11.7 12.1 9913
.

VAN VOLCKELEN K-6 153 23.2 92.3 35.1 1.0 0.5 11.0 23.9 4.0 12.0 9371

WAUGH CHAPEL . K -6 690 25..7 95.2 24.0 2.0 7.5 12.0 27.6 10.9 12.3 120168

WEST ANNAPOLIS K-6 316 21.1 96.6 13.5 1.0 9.5 15.1 34.5 13.2 12.4' 10,767

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES7273, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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D

kNNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (QUARTERFULD - WEST ANNAPOLIS)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

Amu. ARukilLt. comm.
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

sciloot. SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCAOULARY " READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL " MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

.1.141,Rv-

LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

OUARTERFIELD 3 102.8 4.08 3.72 4.36 4.21 3.79 4.42 4.14 4.17 -.03 3.71 3.77 -.06

5 102.9 5.85 5.35 4.47 5.55 5.41 4.14 5.80 5.65 .4.15 5.71 5.62 4.09

RICHARD HENRY LEE 3 103.2 3.51 3.74 -.23 3.62 3.81 1 419 3.68 4.19 -.51 3.68 3.80 -.12

5 97.7 5.22 4.92 D. *00p 5.13 4.97 4.16 5.01 5.21 -.20 4.85 5.20 -.35

RIDGEhAY 3 104.7 3.40 3.04 ...44 3.28 3.91
t'

-.63 3.63 4.29 -.66 3.60 3.88 -.28

5 102.3 5.32 5.32 4.00 5.27' 5.36 1499 .5.35 5.60 -.25 5.56 5.57 -.01

RIPPLING WOOOS 3 107.1 4.11 3.99 4.12 4.26 4.07 4.19 4.80.. 4.45 4.35 4.16 4.02 4.14

5 103.7 5.77 5.45 4.32 5.50 5.48 4.02 5.56 5.71 -.15 5.35 5.68 -.33

RIVIERA DEA011 3 100.5 3.90 3.57 4.33 3.97 3.63 4.34 5.17 4.02 1.15 4.36 3.64 4.72

5 107.5 5.85 5.78 4.07 5.82 5.00 4.02 6.43 6.03 +.40 5.97 5.96 -,O1

ROLLING KNOLLS 3 100.6 3.43 3.57 4.14 3.44 3.64 -.20 3.58 4.02 .44 3.54 3.65 -.11
5 97.4 5.24 4.89 4.35 5.27 405 4.32 5.39 5.19 4.20 5.17 5.18 '4..01

SEVERN 3 100.2 3.42 3.55 -.13 3.41 3.61 -.20 3.91 4.00 -.09 3.43 3.62 -.19

5 104.7 5:66 5,54 4.12 5.45 5.56 -.11 6.01 5.80 4.21 5.78 5.76 4.02

ShVEONA PARK 3 110.4 4.04 4.21 -.17 4.09 4.30 -.21 4.32 4.67 4.35 4.14 4.21 4.07

5 111.4 6.62 6.13 4.49 6.44 6.13 4.31 6.89 6.36 4.53 6.38 6.29 4.09

SHADY SIDE ELEH 3 92.4 2.82 3.05 -.23 2.87 3.09 -.22 3.29 3.48 -.19 3.13 3.17 4.04
5 99.1 4.58 5.04 4.46 4.53 5.09 -.56 4.80 5.33 -.53 4.94

53,36:'SOLLEY 3 101.4 3.22 3.63 1.41 3."
3.69 -.19 3.36 4.08 -.72 * 3.35 1::74

5 101.4 4.154 5.24 4.40 4878 5.28 -.50 4.90 5.52 -.62 4.96 5.50 4.54

"*"1/

SOUTH SHORE 3 103.9 3.85 3.79 4.06 3.63 3.86 4.23 4.11 4.24 -.13 3.76 3,81. -,08

5 107.7 5.57 5.80 -.23 5.53 5.82 -.29 5.81 6.05 -.24 5.86 6.00 -.14

SOUTHGATE 3 101.2 3.81 3.61 4.20 3.80 4.12 3.98 4.06 -.08 3.64 3.68 -.04

5 105.4 5.78 5.60 4.18' 5.71 5.62 4.09 5.91 5.86 4.05 5.63 5.62 -.19 ,

SUNSET 3 96.0 3.08 3.28 -.20 3.25 3.33 -.08 3.15 3.72 4.57 3.18 3.38 -.20

5 97.2 4.66 4.87 -.21 4.66 4.93 -.27 4.65 5.17 4.52 4.99 5.16 -.17

THACEYS 3 100.0 3.77 3.54 4,23 3.91 3.60 4.31 4.56 3.98 4.58 3.87 3.61 4.26

5 100.8 5.06 5.19 -.11 5.42 5.23 4.19 5.75 5.47 +.28 5.50 5.45 4.05

TYLER HEIGHTS 3 95.3 2.98 3.23 4.25 3.17 3.28 -.11 3.34 3.67 -.33 3.18 3.34 -.16

5 94.7 4.49 4.65 4.16 .4.69 4.72 -.08. 4.66 4.96 4.30 4.69 4.96 4.27

VAN 601.CKELEN 3 95.8 3.34 3.26 4.08 3.07 3.32 4.29 3.11 3.70 4.59 3.33 3.37 4.04

5 94.2 4.27 4.61 4.34 4.34 4.67 -.33 4.27 4.92 4.65 4.54 4.92 4.38

WAUGH CHAPLL o 4 103.3 3.66 3.75 4.09 3.54 3.82 -.28 3.73 4.20 -.47 3.81 3.60 4.01

0 103.5 5.70 5.43 4.27 5.39 5.46 4.07 5.53 5.70 4.17 5.58 5.66 -.08

1

WEST ANNAPOLIS 3 97.6 3.44 p.38 4.06 3.52 3.44 4.04 3.40 3.82 -.02 2.92 3.47 -.55 *

5 97.0 5.75 .86 4.89 5.54 4.91 4.73 5.47 5.15 4.32 5.26 5.15 4.11

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (4) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TALE.

123 Aii. 7



ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (WEST MEADE SOUTHERN SR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -,- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

4

SCHOOL'AGf CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPARrENCE MASTER'S DISAD- (DUCA- FAMILYORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE' VAN- TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (0)SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) 13) (4) 15) f6) (7) (8) 19) 110) (11) 112)

WEST MEADE K-6 406 21.6 95.1 21.5 1.0 8.7 17.0 26.7 5.6 12.4 7487

WOODSIDE K-6 600 24.5 93.7 23.5 1.0 9.9 24.8 12.2 5.9 12.0 10,974
1

..'

MAGOTHY RIVER MIDDLE 6-8 1,ows 19.'8 95.3 48.0 3.0 7.1 21.3 33.3 5.1 12.5 13,478

SOUTHERN JR HIGH 6-8 776 ' 18.9 94.4 30.0 3.0 7.5 20.6 34.1 13.1 12.0 10,152

ANNAPOLIS JR HIGH 7-9 2.397 17.6 93.3 130.9 5.0 8.6 '13,.1) 25.7 8.0 12.3 11.747

ARUNDEL JR HIGH B1 7 -9 2.342 18.0 92.8 123.0 7.0 6.3 4#4.6 23.1 8.2 12.2 13.049

ARUNDEL JR HIGH 02 7 -9 2.342 18.0 92.8 123.0 7.0 6.3 14.6 23.1 8.2 12.2 13,049

BATES JR 7-9 1,117 18.3 91.8 50.0 3.0 7.1 11.5 26.2 14.2 12.4 10,951E0

BROOKLYN PARK HIGH 7-.12 1,634 18.1 88.8 06.0' 4.0 10.7 16.2 34.4 5.3 10.3 10,775

CORKRAN JR HIGH 7-9 1,769 18.4 92.6 92.0 4.0 7.8 19.0 21.9 5.6 12.0 11,324

GEORGE FOX JR HIGH 7 -9 1.161 16.8 92.0 66.0 3.0 7.7 10.2 30.4 6.7 11.0 11,116

LAKESHORE JR HIGH 7-9 1,120 21.1 90.2 50.0 3.0 5.0 11.5 24.5 NA NA NA.

,

LINDALE JR HIGH 7.-9 1.738 18.9 92.9 88.0 4.0 6.9 14.9 27.2 4.4 11.7 12,004

MACARTHUR JR HIGH 7 -9 1,969 17.7 94.9 105.0 6.0 6.2 15.7 24.3 7.1 12.2 9331

MARLEY JR HIGH 7 .9 1,229 18.6 91.2 63.0 3.0 8.1 17.1 15.1 4.7 11.8 11.165

SEVERN RIVER JR 7 -9 1,005 18.6 94.0 51.0 3.0 6.9 14.3 20.4 NA NA NA

SEVERNA PARK JR HIGH 7-9 1.512 19.0 94.7 76.6 3.0 e.2 11.2 26.4 5.2 12.3 13,931

SOUTHERN SR HIGH 9-12 1,977 18.7 89.3 100.6 5.0 9.1 24.2 26.5 11.1 12.1 10,769

10, SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.



ANNE'ARUNDEL COUNTY (WEST MEADE - SOUTHERN SR. HIGH)

TABLE 4 SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREAICOMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

ANNE ARUNULL COUNTY
SCHOCH. SYSILM s

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY REAOING'COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL 'MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL WAHL GRADE AVERAGE

SAS '

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

GE NORM

OIFFER-AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-

DICE .4 LOU ENCE
.0E NORM

, LAND

A
NORM

OIFF11- AVERAGE MARY- OFFER-
EUCE LANG ' ENCE

GE NORM

WEST MEADE 3 103.4 3.40 3.75 -.35 3.38 3.83 -.45 3.54 4.21 -.67 3.51 3.81 -.30

5 105.3 5.51 5.59 -.00 5.63 5.61 4.02 5.42 5.85 -.43 5.34 5.81 -.47

woonsibt 3 99.2 3.65 3.48 .17
1

3.57 3.54 +.03 3.66 3.93 -.27 3.45 3.57 -.12

5 104.6 5.38 5.53 ...15 5.31 5.55 -.24 5.36 5.79 -.43 5.10 5 75 -.65

MAGOTHY RIVER +4100LE 7 107.8 7.64 7.50 4.06 7.31 7.55 -.24 7.39 7.61 -.22 7.81 7.80 +.01

SOUTHERN JR HI 7 98.0 6.28 6.52 -.24 6.55 6.56 -.01 6:30 6.67 -.37 6.54 6.80 -.26

ANNAPOLIS JR HIGH 7 100.7 6.54 6.81 -.27 6.77 6.83 -:06 6.93 -.42 6.87 7.07 -.20

9 97.5 8.19 7.90. .15 7.95 7.92 4.03 7.03 8.02 1.19 8.00 8.10 .-.10

ARUNDEL JR HI MI 7 104.6 6.97 7.23 -.26 7.10 7.22 -.12 t.41 7.30 -.39 7.02 7.47 -.45

9 103.3 8.61 8.65 -.04 8.52 8.59 -.07 8.21 8.59 -.38 8.58 8.73 -.15

AHuNIIty0 HI N2 7 104.8 7.13 7.26 -.13 7.29 7.24 +.05 7.22 7.32 -.10 7.43 7.49 4-.06

9 99.2 8.62 8.18 +.44 8.63 0.12 4.51 8.54 8.18 4.36 6.64 8.29 +.35

BATES JR 7 99.2 6.71 6.65 4.06 6.74 6.68 4.06 6.62 6.79 -.17 6.75 6.92 -.17

9 102.9 8.20 8.61 -.41 8.22 0,55 -.33 ,8.25 8.55 -.30 8.38 . 8.69 -.31

BROOKLYN PARK HIGH 7 94.8 6.44 6.17 .27 6.57 6.24 +.33 6.68 6.37 .31 , 6.72' 6.47 4.25

9 97.5 8.15 7.90 4.17 8.33 7.92 .41 8.42 8.02 4.40 8.32 8.10 4.22

'...

CORRRAN JR HIGH 7 104.3 7.05 7.20 +.15 7.10 7.19 -.09 7400 7.28 -.20 7.23 7 -.21

9 101.1 8.41 8.40 4.01 8.24 8.34 -.10, 8.23 8.37 -.14 8.40 49 -.09

GEORGE FOX JR HIGH 7 101,8 6.41 6.93 -.52 6.48 6.94 -.46 602 7.04 -.72 6.73 7.19 4..46

9 100.0 '0.05 8.27 -.22 7.88 0.21 -.33 7.51 8.26 -.75 7.97 8.37 .:40

LAKESHORE JR HIGH 7 103.2 6.82 7.08 -.26 7.01 7.08 -.01 6.69 7.17 -.48 7.06 7.33 -.27

9 103.0 8.20 8.62 -.42 0.17 8.56 -.39 78+3 8.56 -.73 8.30 8.70 -.40

EIN0ALE .4R HIGH 7 102.8 6.80 7.04 -.24 6.90 7.04 -.14 6.85 7.13 -.28 7.07 7.29 -.22

9, 101.3 8.38 8.42 .4.04 8.29 8.36 -.07 8.08 8.39 -.31 8.29 8.51 -.22

MACARTHUR JR HIGH 7 101.9 6.91 6.94 -.03 7.12 6.95 4.17 6.07 7.05 -.18 7.10
78..;: 7413(1)

9 105.4 0.49 100 -.41 8.62 0.04 rn.22 8.39 8.80
, ,

.4.41 8.64

MARLEY JR HIGH 7 1044 6.92 7.00 -.00 6.82 7.00 4-.18 6.72 7.09 -.37 6.90 7.25 -.35

9 99.9 8.16 8.26 -.10 8.05 0.20 -.15 8.13 0.25 -.12 8.13 8.36 -.23

4-,

SEVERN RIVER JR 7 100.7 7.37 7.35 4.02 7.35 7.34 +.01 7.08 7.41 -.33 7.49 7.59 -.10

9 106.2 9.01 8.99 4.02 8.89 8.93 -.04 8.61' 8.80 -.27 9,06 9.04 4..02

.
m

GEVERWAPARK JR HIGH 7 104.8 7.10 7.26 -00 7.33 7.24 .04 6.98 7.32 -.34 7.46 7.49 -.03

9 104.8 9.19 0.83 4.36 0.93 8.77 4.16 0.81 8.74 4.07 9.14 8.89 +.25

SOUTHERN SR HIGH THIS SCHOOL IS PARTICIPATING IN THE MARYLAND ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PILOT PROJECT. ISEESECTION 4.2.021

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK Col ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDj.b IN THIS TABLE.
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LOC SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.3 Baltimore City

BALTIMO
CITY

A. Present Status of the Accountability Prpgram

Systemwide goals and objectives with an accompanying

management and accountability scheme have been in focus in the
Baltimore City public schools for a period of two years. Sys-

temwide goals and objectives were developed by the Curriculum
Division and the Regional Instructional Teams after having sur-

veyed the accountability plans of the schools, and each region
engaged in intensive studies;of regional goals an objectives
baSed on normative data and school test results. ittees

composed of staff, parents, and students formulated specific
attainments in reference to specific educational school units.

The initial narrative report, as documented in the
Maryland Accountability Assessment Program Report for 1974-75,
lists the"goals and objectives for the Baltimore City public

schools. 'Added to this list is an eleventh objective, which

relates to facilitating the desegregation requirement.

f-
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B. Local Assessment Activities

The Center for Planning, Research, and Evaluation has
developed a needs assessment instrument which each schOol will
use in a program of staff development. Findings will be studied
and used as a basis for school program evaluation, faculty in-
service programs and school program planning.

Iri addition, and as the direct result Of needs assess-
ment," the Sequential List of Reading Skills documents a hierarchy
of;.-readingskills through which students should progress. The
criterion perfoimance assessment tests in reading represent
diagnostic tests that can be used to assess levels of reading
proficiency. Similar efforts for a mathematics diagnostic assess-:
ment are in, the process of development in the school system.

C. Comments on Acpountability Assessment Results

It is essential to develop the7proper perspective re-
garding-identification of appropriate standardized achievement teeth
that are used in the manner that the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
are being used by the state. There are many strata of the pop-
ulation from which samples of pupils can be,selected for the
development of a standardized test. Because of the different.
populations used for normieach test, certain Of the.tests
may be more appropriate than others for use in individual school
systems. Standardized test users should be apprised: of limita-
tions and constraints imposed by the norm sampling since the
indicated performance levels may be somewhat inappropriate for
accurate comparison.

Given the fact that Baltimore City has performeil,at a
level that-is discrepant from national norms -- as much as two
standard deviations for some grades -- it is highly possible
that, in this case, the standardized achievement test used by '

the Maryla ccountability Assessment Program is an dnappropriate
measurer accurately assessing pupils attending the Baltimore
City p lic schools.

A comparison of test performance levels was made of the
city schools for the years 1973-74 and 1974-75. This comparison
was based on pupil achievement and variability of performance.
The level of performance-difference is'aldost*imperceptible when
grade equivalent sc$res are obser '4d. The 1975 test scores
thoilgh slightly lower than 1974, are more compact and less
variable than 1974.

Grade 3 results, though discrepant 'from national norms
by approximately six months on the average, are consistently
better when their discrepancy rates are compared with the othbr
grade levels' discrepancy rates for the national norms.
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D. Program Modification Activities

O

The following program modification activities have
been initiated:

Staff development through teacher student-manage-
ment of individualized instruction;

Teacher study- development and use of learning
hierarchies in planning;

Teacher study-use of TBO in the classroom
(planning, pupil evaluation);

More use of school tutors and volunteers; and

Machine marking of criterion performance tests
. in reading.

Plans for a two-year, concentrated study in the afore-
mentioned areas should result in improved classroom instruction
with implicit grouping techniques. Attention will be paid to
the selection of accompanying instructional materials such as
curriculum packages and workbooks. Regional and centralized,
support services'will relate to specific program modifications
as indicated.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement Pf
Program and Services .

September 1975 will mark the installation,of reading,
mathematics, and-writing labs in the secondary schools. Each
lab will be stocked with materials to meet the needs of students
who require additional h 1p in these areas. The reading labs
will be staff pd with teachers. This endeavor represents a size-
able item in the budget.

o
Substitute money,.to accompanj release time for teacher

training, is another.financial item. Even though the thrust is
desegregation, the curriculum concerns relate to state accounta-
,bility and systemwide goals.

'

Unmet needs still remain unsolved in-the area of per-

sonnel who'can relate to students with diverse achievement levels
and needs.
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to

General 'Comments

The accountability program is expedient and should
"clever be considered a threat to teachers and.administrators since
Measiures of relative ins4uctional effectiveness are essential
and shoula.be Continuously sought. Given the findings of the
Anchor Study and the statistical concept of normalization, it
is hoped that local systeins will have latitude in determining
'whiph standardized ,test could be used in a state accountability
program.

Accountability,should become comprehensive so as to
include, wherb expedient, the affective areas as well as the
cognitive areas. Educators'should face the task of becording
more skilled in presenting pupil growth increments in statistical
form, and also in educating legislators regarding what is educa-
tionally sound, comprehensive, and needed in an accountability

.program.



BALTIMORE. CITY.

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL --'COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)1.

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

, SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

877,838 10,284 23.9

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
L.

(S)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.9 10.2

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(91

AVERAGE
YEARS .

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

173,198 $11,645 $20,350 10.1 26.1

(11) .

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(121

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

20.1% 19.4 85.22

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(141

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(151

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION
.

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(171

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$908.16 $662.86 73.0% $23.66

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
. FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

262' $12.85 1.4Z

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES O DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.



BALTIMORE CITY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGESCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
.LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

° lei- i

(11

VOCABULARY

cl r .0 ,.,

[21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

,, 1,1)

'VW%
:".04C

GRADF

. 415d`0A11.1. ..4

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
FNIROlirD

1,1',,,,,V,3(PVA,

.131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TrCTFI,

^ .....-A;gb.:-..,.-etel.,!..4.-4,:

(41

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
IrC

.41124...Atie..pi.:444.

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES

41,4,444,

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

C )

- -:'tUIRNIC.;10"2."
.

(71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
re,

: "

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

-.0roce, 0*
1,3 ,958 93.86 134 90,3

5 13994 93.91 132 90.5 14.85 4.33 1.47

7 14450 78.34 28 89,4 14.91 5.55 1.75

9
.. A.:ty)ovc..,

3

13212

,...40.,VIW, #4 444

12958

79.76 37
. t ",k r7044tAt.,;vik, iake**9#044141,1

93,86 134

91,4

. ;

90.3

14,76

' 'P. ,: .7.'- '1001N104080.

14.29

r

7.26

2.82

1,99

; *.1'4454" 4 ' 4

1,04

5 13994 93.91 132 90.5 14,85 4.30 1.28

7 14450 78.34 28 89.4 -14.91 5.60 1.52

9 '13212 79,76 37 91.4 14,76 7,05
i ,

3.46

1,86
401,00...;,1",' A'

1.34

, 444044A . . ,:t. "*.g.,..01.,s,,, ,. . i - Y,. -:Filetiv,01 ,,..1:40414441:;,.'.., ....XmOt***:/ ... 0 oaWiii..,W2,3.;
( 3 ) 3 1295E 92.56 134 90.3 '14.29

SPELLING
5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.05 4.82 1.77

14450 . 79.00 28 89.4 14.91 6.05 2.05

9 13212 78.29 37 91.4 14.76 7.69 2.39

(4)
3 12958 92.56 134 90.3 14.29 3.27 1.23

CAPTTAL- 5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.85 4.110 1.58

IZAtION

7 14450 79.00 28 09.4 14.91 6.17 1.93

9 13212 78.29 ' 37 91.4 14.76 7.81 2.23

15)
3 12958 92.56 134 90.3 14.29 3.47 1.30

J,UNCTUATION
5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.85 4.74 1.53

7 14450 79.00 28 89.4 14.91 6.05 1.86

2 13212 711.28 37 91.4 14.76 7.65 2.12

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR
DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

' I. tt)t)
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BALTIMORE CITY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN:AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA=
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

(1)

GRADE .

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

(8)

STANDARD
DEVtATION

(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 12958 92.56 134

.--0

90.3 14.29 3.03 1.21

5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.85 4.42 350

7 14450 79.00 28 89.4 14.91 5.80 1.79

9 13212 78.28 37 91.4 14.76 7.22 2.28

47)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

12958 92,56 134 90.3 14.29 3.32 1.08

5 13994 93,14 132 90.5 14.85 4,71 1.37

7 14450 79,00 28 89.4 14.91 6.03 1.61

9 13212 78.28 37 91.. 14.76 7.61 1.91

(31

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

-. e'N- '"40'r'S

3

.r"4,;,:r, '-'
12958

., rN"1-t';v0tiiki.,,.

93.77

4,1".."01.4" !q' i -1040,1kth',.

14.29

Y4' " MAN* - ' '
3.00

. -'1' '1' "' I
.90

134 90.3

5 13994 93.05 132 90.5 14.65 4.58 ' 1.20

7 14450 78.82 28 89..4 14.91 6.03 1.36

9 13212 78.56 37 91.4 14.76 7.45 1.71

(9)

..

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 12958 93.77 134 90.3 14.29 2.94 .95

5 13994 93.05 132 90.5 14.85

.

4.67 1.21

7 14450 78.82 28 19.4 14.91 5.88 1.49

9 13212 78.56 37 91.4 14.76 7.30 1.85

(10) 3 12958 93.77 134 90.3 14.29 3.00 .86

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

1

5 13994 93.05 132 90,5 14.85 4.65 1.10

7'

,,,

14450 78.82 28 .
89.4 14.91 - 5.98 1.29

g 13212 78.56 37 91,4 14.76 7.40 1.63

,;,....4.1444,,,,, , 4.41/41404 "*.r----',+0,.-- ' ."61 ''''

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 48-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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, BALTIMORE CITY

. TABLE 2A. SYSTEM,LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974.-1975) DATA LN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

89,9

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

90.3

5 90.8

' 89.6

91,9

90.5

'89.4

91,4

NOCABUIY

2,84_

5 4,37

7 5.70,

9 7,40

2,81

4.33

5.55

7,26

3

READING

,COMPREHENSION

5

2,86

.4,42

5,72

9 7,15

2,82

4,30,

'5.60

7,05

3 3,36

LANGUAGE

_TOTAL

5 4,89

6.24

7,78

3,32

4.71

6.03,

7,61

3.08

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

5 4.82

.6.15

7,65

3.00

4.65

5.98,

7,40

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70,-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL UC IOUS
FOP. INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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BALTIMORE CITN (ABBOTTSTON - BROOKLYN)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AN4. PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

y.

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVFRAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIFIEE MASUR'S DISAD- EDUCA-. FAMILY '

ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DECREE VAAI. TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)

SCHOOL NAME 11) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

A)BOTTSTON K-6 820 22.2 95.3 35.0 2.0 9.7 23.7 21.6 21.5 10.4 7920

ABRAHAM LINCOLN K-6 643 23.8 89.2 26.0 1.0 12.7 14.9 115.5 35.5 8.9 6912

ALEXANDER HAMILTON K -6 720 22.1 91.7 31.6 1.0 14.0 15.0 . 24.5 26.8 10.0 7951

ARLINGTON 1,304 24.1 89.5. 52.0 2.0 8.4 24.2 20.4 22.2 10.5 8809

ARMISTEAD 335 23.9 90.7 13.0 1.0 7.3 28.5 7.1 15.3 8.5 8205

ARMISTEAD GARDENS PRE K-6 572 15.7 92.6 34.5 2.0 9.4 26.7 10.9 6.8 9.4 $994

ARUNDEL 768 21.5 92.5 33.8 2.0 12.8 24.0 11.2 40.5 10.5 6420

BARCLAY 674 17.1 91.3 36.4 3.0 9.7 26.8 20.3 30.1 11.5 7925

BARRISTER CHARLES CARROLL 2-3 552 25.1 89.1 21.0 1.0 10.5 18.0 9.1 30.0 8.1 6955

)AY )ROOK PRE K-6 548 21.9 88.9 24.0 1.0 7.7 18.5 12.0 23.0 9.4 8401

( )EECHFIELD K -6 1,170 23.9 93.4 47.0 2.0 1.0.3 23.5 16.3 3.6 11.4 10,323

BELMONT K -6 497 19.8 94.5 24.1 1.0 13.8 29.0 17.9 22.4 10.2 8932

BENJAMIN )ANNEKER 2 -6 160 14.5 82.3 10.0 1.0 10.6 3$.4 9.1 43.6 10.8 6538

)ENTALOU K-3 614 16.6 $6.4 35.0 2.0 9.8 24.0 21.6 28.3 9.6 7707

BETSY ROSS K -4 566 21.8 88.8 25.0 1.0 12.6 30.0 26.9 26.4 8.8 7891

BREHMS LANE 16 756 20.4 92.6 35.0 2.0 10.5 33.3 5.4 5.1 9.6 10,155

BROADWAY ICC, 265 20.4 91.3 12.0 1.0 12.5 32.0 23.1 47.3 $.5 5638

BROOKLYN K -6 478 19.1 91,4 24.0 1.0 11.4 16.5 12.0 16.9 9.5 867

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. AND- SOURCES OF DA)/ PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

5J.
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BALTIMORE CITY (ABBOTTSTON BROOKLYN)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL --SCFOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT' SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, CO,M-OARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL.
AVERAGE ,STAND'ARD AGE SCORES*

BALT1m* ily ,
...,,,,.

SCHOOL Sy Em

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

EhCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NONM GE NONM GE NORM

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MANY-
LAND
NORM

AUDOTTSTON 3 00.9 2.44 2.62
5 92.0 4.27 4.40

AbRAHAm LINCOLN 3 90.0 2.56 2.94
5 06.4 3.97 3.92

ALEXANDER HAMILTON 3 67.4 2.40 2.72
5 t7.0 3.06 3.97

ARLINGTON 3 06.2 2.60 2.65

5 69.1 4.16 4.16

ARMISIEAD 3 66.5 3.14 2.67
5 90.9 4.43 4.32

ARMISTEAD GARDENS 3 79.3 2.70 2.20
5 93.0 4.71 4.50

Aq110,LL 3 67.3 2.20 2.72
5 66.2 3.59 4.00

BARCLAY 3 66.5 3.a6 2.67
5 60.9 3.74 4.14

BARRISTER CHAS CARRO 3 87.7 2.62 / 2.74

5 90.6 4.30 4.29

BAY BROOK ELEMENTARY. 3 92.13. 2.64- 3.07
5 90.9 4.32 4.32

BEECHFIELD 3 98.7 3.51 3.45
5 104.2 5.56 5.49

BELMONT 3 92.2 3.26 3.03
5 41.9 4.23 4.40

BENJAMIN UANNEKER 3 05.6 2.25 2.61

5 85.4 \3t75 3.65

..41----i

BENTALOU 3 93.9 2.90 3.14

BETSY ROSS 3 91.2 2.53 2.97

BREHMS LANE 3 96.3 3.23 3.43

5 90.0 6.06 4.94

014040wAy 3 92.9 2.96 3.00
5 76.9 5.00 3.2f

skooKLIN 3 100.4 3.13 3.56
S 96.0 4.74 4.64

-.30 2.66 2.05 -.17 3.05 3.25 -.20 2.03 2.97 -.14

-.21 4.29 4.56 -.27 4.70 4.00 -.02 4.52 4.61 -.29

-.30 2.51 2.98 -.47 3.12 3.37 -.25 3.04 3.06 -.04

..05 3.09 4.01 -.12 4.12 4.27 -.15 4.21 4.30 -.09

-.32 2.56 2.75 -.19 3.06 3.15 -.09 2.00 2.86 -.00

-.11 4.13 4.07 .06 4.27 4.32 -.05 4.14 4.35 -.21

.03 2.61 2.67 -.06 3.17 3.07 .10 2.70 2.61 -.03

.00 4.19 4.24 -.05 4.55 4.49 .06 4.43 4.52 -.09

.47 3.00 2.69 .31 3.36 3.09 .27 2.09 2.03

.11 4.20 4.40 -.12 4.50 4.64 -.14 4.67 4.66

.50 2.60 2.21

.21 4.71 4.57

.06
4.01

.47 3.05 2.61 .44 2.09 2.41 .40

.14 4.80 4.02 -.02 4.99 4.03 .16

-.52 2.30 2.75 -.37 2.62 3.14 -.12 2.56 2.06 -.32

-.49 3.76 4.17 -.41 4.40 4.42 -.02 4.21 4.45 -.24

.41 2.93 2.69
-.40 3.03 4.23

.24 3.46 3.09 .37 2.94
-.40 4.05 4.48 -.43 4.29

2.03 .11
4.50 -.21

-.12 2.49 2.77 -.26 2.95 3.17 -.22 2.73 2.90 -.17

.01 4.35 4.37 -.02 4.58 4.62 -.04 4.07 4.64 .23

-.43 2.73 3.12 -.39 3.12 3.80 -.30 3.06 3.19

.00 4.39 4.40 -.01 4.59 4.64 -.05 4.60 4.66
-.11
.02

.06 3.47 3.51 -.04 3.09 3.90 -.01 3.54 3.54 .00

.07 5.33 5.52 -.19 5.93 5.76 .17 5.70 5.72 -.02

.23 3.30 3.07 .31 4.11 3.46 .65 3.22 3.16 .06
-.17 4.32 4.46 -.16 4.81 4.73 .08 4.44 ,4.74 -.30

-.36 1.95 2.63 -.60 2.32 3.03 -.71 ee 2.41 2.78 -.37

.00 .3.01 3.76 .05 4.15 4,02 .13 4.25 4.06 .19

-.16 3.00 3.19 (-.11 3.66 3.56 .08 3.39 3.26 .13

-.JO 2.64 3.01 -.37 3.02 3.40 -.30 2.04 3.10 -.26

-.20 3.49 3.46 .01 3.92 3.67 .05 3.59 3.51 .08
.14 4.99 5.00 -.01 5.49 5.24 .25 5.41 5.23 .18

-.42 3.05 3.12 -.07 3.00 3.51 -.43 2.92 3.20 -.28

2.62 5.75 3.36 207 6.10 3.64 2.54 5.34 3.70 .64

-.43 3.29 3.62 -.33 3.61 4.01 -.40 3.47 3.64 -.17

-.10 4.61 4.09 -.20 4.00 5,.14 -.34 5.10 5.13 -.03

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISN, Col ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (CALLAWAY EDGECOMB CIRCLE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUWY AND *PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
a

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASIER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 14)
SCHOOL NAME 111 121 13) 14) 15) 16) 17) IB) 19) 110) 111) 112)

CALLAWAY K-6 1,006 26.1 94.6 36.5 2.0 9.3 21.4 20.8 14.6 12.0 9715

CARTER GODWIN WOODSON 574 23.0 94.2 24.0 1.0 9.5 31.0 24.0 17.5 10.8 8475

CECIL K-6 664 25.8 92.8 25.5 1.0 13.3 25.8 26.4 29.7 9.7 7429

CHARLES CARROLL, P-6 1,362 17.7 88.1 75.0 2.0 10.9 37.9 15.6 57.3 8.8 3742

CHERRY HILL P-6 825 ,25.0 93.9 32.0 1.0 10.9 32.0 24.2 43.6 9.7 5373

CITY SPRINGS P -2,5 -6 543 14.3 88.2 36.0 2.0 9.6 24.0 26.3 53.8 8.8 4027
r f'

CDCDSTREAM PARK 1C-6 669 22.1 91.0 28.3 2.0 6.6 24.0 14.5 22.4 (k0.1 7566

COLLINCTON SQUARE P-6 1,122 26.3 90.1 41.0 2.0 8.0 26.4 9.3 36.0 9.6 7355

14k
COLUMBUS K-6 725 24.2 91.1 28.0 2.0 10.5 22.0 16.1 28.1 9.8 7194

COMMODORE JOHN ROGERS P-6 1,145 24.6 93.3 44.5 2.0 8.9 12.5 15.1 34.7 8.4 6318

4
COPPIN K-6 6041 25.3 89.7 23.0 1.0' 9.3 27.0 12.5 39.0 9.0 6157

CROSS COUNTRY K -5 662 20.2 92.2 30.8 2.0 12.6 26.0 12.2 9.0 12.2 13,626

CURTIS BAY 14.4 591 19.1 99.4 29.0 2.0 8.4 31.0 19.3
17.4 9.0 8738

DAVID E WEGLEIN P-4 534 15.7 85.6 32.0 2.0 8.2 32.3 23.5
57.5 8.6 3483

DICKEY HILL K.-.6 495 22.5 93.3 21.0 3.0 9.4 27.0 22.7 01 12.3 10,2911.

DR BERNARD HARRIS 589 16.4 90.9 35.0 3.0 10.2 37.8 22.2 47.2 9.0 579

DR MARTIN LUTHER KING JR 1.0158 24.6 88.9 45.0 ' 2.0 7.2 20.5 21.3 28.5 9.9 7572

EDGECOMB CIRCLE K-6 3,261 26.2 91.8 46.1 2.0 8.9 34.5 22.9, 23.6 11.0 0470

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLET \
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BALTIMORE CITY (CALLAWAY EDGECOMB CIRCLE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL.-- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

BALTIMORE CITY
AVERAGE SlANDARD AGE SCORES*

SCHOOL ST5ILM

VOCABULARY

SCHOOL NAME GRADE

CALLAWAY 3

5

CARTER GOUWIN WOSON 3
5

CECIL 3

5

.t\

CHARL CARROLL 3

AVCRAGE AVEPA

SAS GE

89.5 2.80
89.9 4.17

91.3 ' 3.76
94.1 4.87

90.9 3.00
91.3 4.13

86.7

APY-
LANO
NORM

2.06
4.23

2.47
4.60

2.95
4.35

2.60
5 89.0

_loan-.
3.98 4.15

CHERRY HILL 3 88.1 2.67 2.77
5 87.5 4.10 4.02

CITY SPRINGS 3 92.7 2.60 3.06
5 84.3 4.14 3.73

COLOSTREAM PARK 3 93.1 2.88 3.09.

5. 90.4 4.35 4.27

COLLIUGTON SQUARE 3 89.1 , 2.37 2.83
5 87.5 3.77 4.02

COLUMBUS 3 85.3 2.47 2.59
5 88.2 4.06. 4.08

COMMODORE JOHN ROGCR 3 62.7 2.77 2.42
5 83.2 3.68 3.64

COPPIN 3 84.5 2.48 2.54
5 86.4 3.58 3.42

CROSS COUNTRY 3 94.4 3.53 3.17
5 97.8 6.12 4.93

CURTIS BAY 3 95.2 2.88 3.23
5 . 97.2 4.84 4.87

WEGLEIN 3 87.2 2.42 2.71

,

DICKEY HILL 3 99.0 3.12 3.47
5 97.2 4.96 4.87

DR BEKNANU HARRIS EL 3 88.4 2.26 2.79
R. 5 67.8 ' 3.35 4.04

DA MARTIN L. KING JR 5 87.2 4.19 3.99

EUGECOAB CIRCLE 3 89.1 2.48 2.83
5 89.7 3.60 4.,21

e"

SKILL AREAS

READING COWRINENSION

OIFTTR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORM

-.06 2.95 2.09 .06
4.12 4.31 -.19

.79 2.74 3.01 -.27

.27 4.63 4.67 -.04

.05 3.08 2.99 .09
-.22 4.23 4.43 -.20

...38 2.51 2.71 -.20
-.17 4.10 4.23 -.13

...10 2.73 2.80 -.07

.16 4.24 4.11 .13

-.46 2.72 3.11
.41 4.10 3.84 .26

240 3.14 -.44
.00 4 3.01 4.35 -.54

-.46 2.64 2.87 -.23
-,.29 3.96 4.11 . -.15

.-.12 2.58 2.61 .-.03
4.01 4.17 -.16

.35 2.48 2.44 .04

.04 3.86 3.74 .12

..06 2.57 2.56 .01
3.78 4.01 -.23

.36 3.39 3.22 .17
1.19 5.37 4.98 .39

-.39 2.86 3.28 .-.42
-.03 4.69 4.43 -.24

-.29 2.38 2.74 ....36

tt

-.3; 3.21 3.53 -.32
.09 4.80 4.93 -.13

...53 2.58 2.82 .-.24

-.69 ,3.98 4.13 -.15

.20 4.32 4.08 .24

.-.35 2.67 2.87 -.20
-.011 3.90 4.29 -.31

LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

OIFFCR.. AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY..
LAND
NORM

DIFFER..
ENCE

3.50 3.29 4.19 2.95 3.00
4.72 4.56 4.16 4.34 4.58

3.61 3.40 .21 2.96 3.11 -.15
5.40 4.41 4.49 4.96 4.91 .05

3.54 3.30 4.16 3.11 3.08 .03
4.A4 4.68 4.16 4.49 4.69 -.20

2.74 3.10 -.36 2.64 2.84 -.20
4.47 4.49 -.02 4.63 4.51 4.12

3.37 3.19 .18 2.83 2.92 -.09
4.91 4.36 .55 4.41 4.39 4.02

3.05 3.50 -.45 2.90 3.19 -.29
4.21 4.09 .12 4.27 4.13 .14

..11,

3.06 3.52 -.46 '2.70 3.21 -.51
4.33 4.60 -.27 4.24 4.62 -.38

2.94 3.26 -.32 2.74 2.98 -.24
4.58

.

4.36 .22 4.33 4.39 -.06

2.64 3.01 -.17 2.64 2.76"'
4.41 4.42 -.01 4.34 4.45 -.11

2.A5 2.83 .02 2.67 2.61 .06
3." 4.00 -.01 4.08 4.05 .03

2.93 2.95 -.02 2.66 2.71 -.05
4.118 4.27 -.19 4.02 4.30 1-.28

4.12 3.61 .51 3.53 3.29 4.24
5.79 5.22 .57 5.51 5.21 4.30

3.44 3.66 -.22 3.17 3.33 -.16
5.00 5.17 -.17 5.35 5.16 .19

62.90 3.13 -.23 2.63 2.87 .-.24

3.90 3.92 -.02 3.52 3.55 -.03
5.45 5.17 g.20 5.09 5.16 -.07

2.07 3.21 ...34 2.81 2.94 -.13
3.99 4.39 -.80 3.70 4.41 -.63

4.37 4.34 .03 4.42 4.37 4.05

3.13 3.26 -.13 2.74 2.98 -.19
4.93 4.54 -.01 4.38 4.66 .-,,18

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (I ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TASILE.
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BALTIMORE. CITY (EDGEWOOD GEORGE WASHINGTON)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOLESOURCES PROPILE#

BALTIMORE CITY 3

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE. SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILYORGANI ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAR.-. TION OF INCOME

TCACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZAT1ON MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER IS/SCHOOL NAME 11 12/ 13/ (4) 15/ 16/ 171 ID/ (9) 110/ 111/ (12)

EDGEWOOD K6 672 20.9 92.9 30.1 2.0 15.3 25.5 31.1 23.0 11.1

ELEMENTARY 058 K-6 414 24.3 94.7 16.0 1.0 13.1 18.0 17.6 12.9 12.3

ELEMENTARY 094 11:6 497 20.7 91.8 23.0 1.0 ". 13.0 35.0 25.0 32.5 9.5

ELEMENTARY 0126 209 19.0 91.4 10.0 1.0 16.4 25.0 27.3 32.8 8.4

ELMER A HENDERSON K-6 830 23.1 89.3 34.0 2.0 7.8 23.0 16.7 47.9 .8.8

EUTAW 126 939 19.2 89.9 47.0 14,2.0 11.5 21.5 24.5 49.0 9.4

FANNIE L BARBOUR 2 -6 458 14.3 85.5 30.0 2.0 11.9 24.0 18.7 45.2 8.1

FORT WORTHINGTON 2...6 1,009 20.2
It-

93.0 48.0 2.0 9.6 S2.4 10.0 22.4 10.1

. ,

FRANKFORD K6 732 20.3 92.1 34.0 2.0 13.8 23.0 11.3 3.0 11.4

FRANKLIN D ROOSEVELT Ittto 424 23.5 90.8 17.0 1.0 12.5 24.0 25.2 10.7
t

FRANKLIN SQUARE 3-6 483 14.6 84.2 32.0 1.0 10.5 30.0 18. 42.8 8.6

FURLEY K.6 779 210 93.2 33.5 2.0 70 31.7 22.5 3.6 10.4

FURMAN TEMPLETON 126 /492 17.9' 87.1 31.0 2.0 8.4 23.9 30.3 58.0 NA

GARDENVILLE 426 23.7 94.3 17.0 1.0 12.1 630.0 27.8 5.0 10.2

GARRETT HEIGHTS 511 23.8 93.3 20.5 1.0 13.8 33.0 18.6 4.5 11.0

GEORGE KELSON K -6 496 22.5 88.2 20.0 2.0 14.0 23.3 18.2 40.9 NA

GEORGE STREET Ic-5 672 20.4 89.2 31.0 2.0 11.7 3500 18.2 50.2 0.5

GEORGE WASHIWON
'7o

11.-e, 607 19.6 90.0 33.0 2.0 8.1 21.6 17.1 36.4 11.2

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA, PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

4

162
140

- 8868

101.315

7073

A
6510

074

5553

4977

9075

9942

8128

5822
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BALTIMORE CITY (EDGEWOOD GEORGE WASHN)

FABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQ ALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORM7 B SED ON SCHOOL

'AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
BALTIMORE CITY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SCHOOL NAME

111

SKILL AnItS

VOCABULARY READING COMI'REIIENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- D/FF/A- AvCRAGE MARY-. DIFFER- AVEnAGE .MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND LNCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE - NORM

..1

EDGEVODD 3 89.4 2.75 2.85 -,10 2.7.4 2.49 -.15 3.38 3.28 4.10 2.97. 3.00 -.03

5 9 4.45 4.26 Al4 4.13 4.34 -.21 4.73 4.59 .14 4.45 4.61 -.16

ELEMENTARY 058 3 93.9 3.46 3.14 .32 2.82 3.19 -.37 3.51 3.58 -.07 3.12 3.26 -.14

5 44.9 6.70 5.02 1.611 6.12 5.07 +1.05 7.20 5.41 41.89 6.19 0 5.30 +.89 .

ELEMENTARY 094 3 85.4 2.75 2.59 .16 2,87 2.62 .25 3.00 3.01 -.01 2.78 2.77 .01.
5 88.1 3.88 4.07 -.19 3.74 4.16 -.42 4.41 4.41 .10 4.27 4.44 -.17

ELEMENTARY 126 2.99 -.1089,2 2.33 2.04 -.51
.19

2.59 2.87 -.28 2.73 3.27 -.54 2.89

ELMER A HENDERSON 3 84.1

.83.0

2.26

3.81 3.62

2.51 -.25

4.12

2.41 2.53 -.12 2.83

3.73 4.39 3.81 _ 3.99 -.18 4.21

2.03 .10 2.57
;.:32)

-4.12

4.16

5 85.4 3.52 3.83 -.31 3.62 3.93 .4.31 3.99 4.19 -.20 4.07 -.15

EUtAW 3 07.4 2.63 2.72 -.09 2.63 2.75. .12 2,9G 3.15 ...19 2.82 2.85 -.06

b 08.7 4.36 4.12 .24 4.11 4.21 4..10 4.52 4.46 4.06 4.60 4.48 .12

FANNIE .I. BAR6OUR 5 86.0 3.66 3.88 -.22 3.39 3.98 -.59 4.36 4.24 4.12 4.35 4.27 .08

FORT wORTHINGTON , 3 88.0 2.81 2.76 2,83 2.79 .04 3.44 3.19 4.25 3.12 2.92 .0.20

5 90.2 4.13 4.25 -.12 4.10 4.3 .24 4.74 4.59 .15 4.46 4.60 9..14

FRANKFORU 3 96.7 3.22 3.32 ...1R 3.27 3.38 .11 3.R8 3.76 4.12 3.37 3.42 .4.05

5 94.6 5.11 4.64 .47 4.97 4.71 .26 5.10 4.95 .15 D.23 4.95 .28
.....-

FRANKLIN D ROOSEVELT 3 03.6 2.80 2.48 .32 2.76 2.50 .26 3.36 2.89 00 3.02 2.66 4.36

5 87.5 4.27 4.02 .25 4.20 4.11 "0" 4.40 4.36 ..04 4.56 4.39 4.17

FRANKLIN SOUARE 5 05.9 3.98 3.87 .11 3.99 3.97 02 4.32 4.23 4,09 4.25 4.25 4...01

"ARLEY 3 94.2 3.39 3.16 .21 3.23 3.21 .02' 3.84 3.60 .24 3.55 3.28 .27
5 97.3 5.12 4.88 .24 4.82 4.94 -.12 5.49 5.18 .31 5.15 5.17 -.02

1/

FURMAN UMPLET000.43 86.4 2.58 2.66 -.On 2,48 2.69 -.21 2.63 3.08 -.45. 2.62 2.82 -.20

. 5 83.4 3.84 3.65 .19 4.02 3.76 .26 4.04 4.02 .02 4.41 4.06 .35

GARDENVILLL 3 101.2 3.47 3.61 -.14 3.63 3,68 -.05 4.21 4.06 4.IA 3.82 3.68 04
P 5 101.1 5.31 5.22 .09 5.10 5.26 -.08 5.72 5.50 #.22 5.42, 5.47 ..00

GARRETT HEIGHTS 3 100.5 3.8.31 3.57 -.26 3.37 3.63 -.26 4.13 4.0? , 4.4

0

3.44 3.64 -.20

. 5 102.7. 5.41 5.36 .05 5.31 5.39 .08 5.60 5.6345 .05 5.60 5.60 400
4..-

GEORGE-NELSON

GEORGE,STREET

GEORGL WASHINGTON

3 A066.2 3.07 2.&5 4.42 2.83 2.67 4.16 3.n6 3.07 -.01 2.95 7,81

5 89.5 4.27 4.19 .0R 4.57 4.28 4.29 4.70 4.53 4.17 4.83 4.55 41111t,'

47 68.0 2.84 2,76 .On 2.87 2.79 .On 3.17 3.19 -.02 2.81 2.92

5 04.7 3.74 3.77 -,03 3.58 3.117 -.29 4.17 4.13 4.04 3,97 4,17 -.20

90.5 2.25 2.92 -.67 2.44 2.96 -.52 2.76 3.35 -.59 2.63 3.06 -.43

09.8 3.94 4.22 -.2P 4.02 4.30 4..2/1 4.31 4.55 -.24 4.42 4.57

low
SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-'75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK I*1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (GILMOR HOWARD PARK)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MCDIAN MEDIANTOTAL N AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. ExPERICuCE mAsIcRIS DISAD- CDuCA- FANNY
ORGAN1- ENROLL- STAFF AMU DEGREE VAN- TION OF 1NCUmt

TEACHER
i

ADMIN. TEAC ADMIN.2ATION MEW RATIO DANCE OR APOVE TAGED MOTHER ft)SCHOOL NAME t3.I I21 t31 141 151 161 1 I (81 191 1101 Ill) 1121

GILMOR K-6 761 23.1 87.9 31.0' 2.0 13%8 28.9 21.2 49.8 0.9 5295

GLENMOUNT K-6 629 22.4 94.9 26.1 2.0 10.5 29.5 16.0 .3.9 10.8 10,853

GOVANS K-6 512 19.4 92.9 25.4 1.0 11.5 38.0 11.4 6.4 12.4 131200

GRACELAND PARK ODONNEL HI P-6 607 19.9 07.2 32.5 2.0 7.9 19.3 29.0 40.5 8.8 7709

GROVE PARK K-6 699 22.5 93.9 29.0 2.0 9.9 21.0 22.6 6.9 12.0 10,06

GUILFORD K-6 751 24.2 91.6 29.0 2.0 9.2 28.7 19.3 3.4.3 12.1 10,812

GUILFORD AVENUE P-6 520 16.3 91.9 30.0 2.0 11.4 21.5 18.7 41.6 10.2 6260

GWYNNS FALLS K-6 742 23.9 92.5 29.0 2.0 17.4 27.5 35.5 21.3 11.0 9194

HAMILTON K-6 535 20.6 94.1 25.0 1.0t 10.4 18.0 15.4 2.3 3.1.3. 10,1713

HAMDEN K-6 756 31.6 87.5 33.0 2.0 11.8 20.0 25.7 3.6.9 9.5 8881

41

HAMPSTEAD HILL K-6 412 22.9 91.3 17.0 1.0 7.0 30.0 5.5 14.5 8.2 8411

HARLEM PARK K-6

4

856 24.0 88.2 33.6 2.0 11.1, 27.7 21.3 47.6 8.7 5360

HAZELWOOD K-6 649 20.3 92.1 30.0 2.0 , 9.4 27.9 15.6 4.5 10.9 11,217

HIGHLANDTOwN 0215 '536 20.6 91.3 s b25.0 1.0 8:5 30.5 7.7 1.6 8.5 9076

MIGMLANDTOWN 62)7 K-6 237 24.9 89.4 8.5 1.0 6.5 21.0 42.1'. 9.3 1.4 4709

0

HILION K06 925 25.7 94.6 34.0 2.0 11.1 25.0 13.9 14.5 11.9 101305

HOLABIRD K-6 500 20.8. 91.2 23.0 1.0 10:7 30.0 4.2 . 113.2 , 1.9 1637

HOWARD PARK K-6 840 25.5 93.5 31.0 2.0 11.4 25.3 '24.2 7.9 12.0 101456

SEE CRAFTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DErINITIoN OF" TERMS AND SOURCES OP DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (GILMOR HOWARD PARK)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL 1...EVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASEff ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORgS* .

GALIIMORE CITY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MA

SCHOOL NAME

GILMOR

GLFNMOUNT

GRADE AVERAGE FRAGE

5A5 GE

3 86.8 2.56
5 87.6- 3.79

3 99,4 4.0'0

5 102.5 5.77,9,-

MARY-
LAND
NORM

2:68
4;02

3.50
5,34

GOVANS
2

3
5

91:4
93.4

2.82
4.94

2.98
4.54

GKACELAND PARK 3 92.3 2.63 3.04
5 94.9 5.11 4.67

GROVE PARK 94.5 3.45 3.18
5 86.6 4.51 3vit

GUILFORD 87.3 2.4.1 2.72
89.0 5.24 4.15

GUILFORD AVENUE 96.5 4.63 3.31
5 91.5 4.93 4.37

GWYNN5 FALLS 3 89.1 3.12 2.83
5 93.2 4.58 4.52

.

HAMILTON 99.8 3.11 3.52
5 103.1 5.46 5.39

HAMPDEN 3 93.3 3.58 3.10
.... 5 95.1 5.27 4.69

HAMPSTEAD HILL 3 90.8 2.53 2.94
5 93.5 4.43, 4.55

HARLEM PARK 3 ,82.0 2.43 2.38
5 81.5 3.50 3.49

HAZELWOOD 3 99.3 3.63 3.49
5 103.6 5.45 5.44

HIGHLANDTOWN 215 3 90.0 3.26 2.89
5 97.4 4.90 4.89

HIGHLANDTOWN 237 3 97.7 2.88 3,39
5 100.4 4.82 5.16

HILTON . 3 91.7 3.27 3.00
5 ' 93.0 4.71 4.50

HOLADIRD 3 96.6 2.83 3.32

s

'..,,,,_.5 91.1 4.62 4.33

HOWARD PARK 3 90.6 2.59 2.93
5 92.1 4.09 4.42

$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION DF

HEMAT 'CAL" TOTAL'

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARi... DIFFER..
E6CE LARD ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

'4,43,
'

...:16:
.t.4.40-

-.41
+.44

4.'27'

-+.57

F

-.11
+1.09 *

"1.32.0
+.56

+.29
+.06

...41

4.07

+:48
4.50

-.41
-.12

+.05
+.01

4.14
+.01

+.37
+.01

-.51
.34

4.27
+.21

.-.49

+.29

-.34

GE NORM GE NORM E NORM

2.37 2.71 -.34
3..97 4.12. -.15

6 307 3.56 +.41
5.64 5.38 4.26

3.:O6 3.02 4.04
--

' -4.88 4.61 +.27

.

2.91 3.08 -.17
4.30 4.73 -.43

3.23 3.23 +.00
403 4.03 4.40

2.42 2.75 -.133
4.03 4.23."" -.20

;

4

2.89 3.36 -.47
4.22 4.45 -.23

2.85 2.87 -.02
4.51 4.59 -.08

3 3.25 3.58 -.33
5.33 5.43 .,.10

3.60 3.15 +.45
4.73 4.75 ...02

2.80 2.98 -.18
4.32 4.62 -.30

2.46 2.39 +.07
.3.57 3.60 -.03

'3.45 3.55 -.10
J5.39 5.47 , -.08

2.83 2.93 -.10
5.02 44.95 +.07

-,...

3.04 ' 3.44 ...40'
4.92 5.20 ....28

3.11 3.04 +.07
4.61 4.57 4.04

2.83 3.37 -.54
4.65 4.41 +.24

2.65 2.97 ..32
4.11 4.50 ...39

2.82 3.11 ..:29 2.57 2.85 -.28
4.28 4.37 -.09 4.14 4.40 -.26

4.70. 3.94 +.76 * 4.23 3.58 +.65 *
6.10 5.61 +.49 5:63 5.58 +.05

.

3.66 3.41 t.25 3.31 3.11 +.20,
5.15 4.85 +.30 5.21 4.86 +.35

.

3. 5 3.47 -.42 2.84 3.17 -.33
5.01 4.98 +.03 4.95 4.98 -.03

3.93 3:62 +.31 3.41 3.29 +.12
4.74 4.29 +.45 4.87 4.32 +.55

3.29 3.14 +.15 2.78 2.88 -.10
4.40 4.49 -.09 4.41 4.51 -.10

,

'3.91 3.75 +.16 3.75 3.41 +.34
4,94 4.69 +.25 5.12 4.71 +.41

3.29 3.26 +.03 3.04 2.98 +.06
4.82 4.84 -.02 4.62 4.84 -.22

p

3.96 3.97 ...01 3.63 3.60 +.03
5.96 5.66 +.30 $.36 5.63 ...27

, 3.25 3.54 ,..1.29 3.27 3.22 +.05 .

5.24 5.00 +.24 5.17 4.99 ' 4.'18

3:21 3.37 -.16 3.00' 3.08 -.08
4.76 4.86 -.10 5.19 4.87 4.32''

2.71 2.79 -.08 2.57 2.57 +.00
' 4014, 3.86 +.25 4.14 3.91 +.23

"4'4..32 3.94 +.38 3.86 3.57 +.29
.

.

5.96 5.70 +.26 5.78 5.67 +.11
,

'3.49 3.32 +.17 3.34 3.03 4.31
f

5.08 ' 5.19 -.11 5.08 5.18 -.10

3.32 . 3.83 -.51 3.41 3.48 .07
6.56 5.44 +1.12 * 5.38 5.42 ...04

3.86 3.43 +.43 3.12 3.13 -.01
5.35 4.82 +.53 4.76 4.83 ...07

0

3.43 3.76 -.33 3.11 , 3.41 -.30
4.65 4.66 -.01 4.80 4.68 +.12

3.08 3.36 ...28 2.87 3.07 -.20
4.63 4.74 ...II 4.58 4.76 -.18

TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK (*I ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCDRES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTI.PNS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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-.ALTIMORE CITY (IRVINGTON MARGARET BRENT)

TABLE B. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND,PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*
a

.

'

SCHOOL NAME

0

GRADE
ORGANI.-
2ATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
:RENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
.(3)

PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY
A1TEN
DANCE
(4).

.

.

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
'EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF
MASTER'S
DEGREE

OR ABOVE
(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN '

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-
TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA -
TION OF
MOTHER
(11)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
Is)
(12)

TEACHER

,...

(5)
ADMIN.
(6).

TEACHER
17)

ADMIN.
(8)

IRVINGTON K -6 494 18,3 93.6 26.0 1.0 8.3 36.8

. .

JACKIE ROBINSON 4-6 308 1B.1 84.1 16.0 1.0 9,2 35.0.

AMES MC HENRY P -3 557 19.9 88.7 27.0 1.0 13.4. 39.0

JAMES MONROE 787 23.1 87.6 32.0 2.0 11.0 24.1

°JAMES MOSHER P-6 ^729 22.8 94.2 30.0 2.0 11.6 23.7

*
JOHN EAGER HOWARD K-6 1,177 23.3 87.8 48.6 2.0 9.0* 21:0

JOHN RUHRAH b K.-6 438 20.9 94.2 20.0 1.0 8.2 23.0

JOHNSTON SQUARE K -6 1,008' 24.3 88.1 34.5 2.0 8.7 24.0

JOSEPH HARRISON LOCKERMAN' P-6 ' 465. 18.9 91.3 23.6 - 1.0 9.2 31.0

LAFAYETTE. 769' 22.0 93.5 33.0 2.0 13.8 20.6

LAKEUAND K -6 7,65:': 21.3 91.1 34.0 2.0 5.5i 26.7

LEITH WALK K.--5 863 22.9 95.1 35.6'. 2.0 11.4 28.5
. i

li
LEXINGTON TERRACE P -6 1:116 . 21,9 89.4 49.0 2.6 11.4 33.7

LIBERTY P-6' 987 21.6 91.7 43.6 210 . 8.0 '28.0

LYNDHURST4 *.5 1,112 24.2 93.5 44.0 2.0 9.9 27.0

MADISON SQUARE P -6 710 20.'9 89.8 32.0 2.0 10.3 26.5

MALCOLM X ELEMENTARY P -4 549 22.0 89.9 24.0 1.0 8.5 19.0

MARGARET BRENT P -6 742 22.8 87.5 30.5' 2.0 9.4 29.5

22.2 11.7

11.8 38.4

32.1 14.1

11.8 34.5

18.7. 16.5

13.0 30.7

19.0 '9.7

19.3 46.6

16.3 42.5

25.1

q

4; 3

19.4 7.9

h

1.1...5;.* 3.6'
! 6

19.6 54.6

13.1. 11.7

/1.7 9.3

17..6 48.3

4.0 20.8

/

18.5 29.4

*,SEE biAPTER.3,,PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
ssks.
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10.4 9060

9.3 6898

8.1 5551

8.4 6684

10.8 8891

10.0 ,6395-.

8.6 9847

8.1 5266*

8.5 5853,

10.2 8269.

.-e

10.0 9014

12.2 11%,530

8.5 3557

11.7 9965

.11.0 9539

8.8 5516

16.5' 8605

9.1 7434



BALT'I'MORE CITY (IRVINGTON MARGARET BRENT)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE 1QUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA.' COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIMORE. CITY
SCHOOL SYsILm.

SKILL AREAS

- VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE 'MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE .MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

IRVINGTON 3 92.9 3.01 3.08 -.07
5 91.8 4.34 4.40 -.06

JACKIE ROUINSON 5 89.6 3.96 4.20 -.24

JAMES MC HENRY 86.8 3.13 2.68 .45

*

JAMES MONROE 3 84.7 2.42 2,.55 -.13

. 5 84.5 3.64 3.754 -.11

JAMES MOSHER 3 94.7 2.78 3.19 -.41
S

jukt, EAGER HOWARD 3

94.2

84.6

4.61,

2.47 2.54

-.12

-.07
5 88.5 4.26-- 4.10 4.16

JOHN RUHRAH 3 92.1 2.69 3.03 - -.34
90.9 4.43 4.32 4.11

.

JOHNSTON SQUARE 3 .90.5 2.69 2.93 -.24
5 84.6 3.58 3.76 -.18

JOSEPH H. LOCKERMAN 3 87.5 3.24' , 2.73 .51
5 87,7 4.74 4.03 .71

0

LAFAYETTE 3 90.0 2.83 2.89' -.06
5 894 F 4.69 4.21 ' .48

LAKELAND, 3 104.0 2.93 3.79 -.86
5 101.3 5.08 5.23 -.15

LEITH WALK 3 99.6 3.74 3.51 4.23
5 101.6 5.63 5.26 4.37

LEXINGTON TERRACE 3 87.5 3.23 2.73 4.50
5 86.7 3.60 3.95 -.35

LIBERTY 3 91.3 2.55 2.97 -.42
5 93.2 4.26 4.52 -.26

0
LYNDHURT 3 86.9 2.57 2.69 -.12

5 91.2 4.24 4.34 -.10

MADISON SQUARE 3 85.4 2.40 2.59 -.19
88.9 4.06 4.14 -.00

MALCOLM X ELEMENTARY 3 88.5 2.46 2.79 -.33

, .

MARGARET BRENT 3 89.5 2.74 2.86 -.12
5 89.2 4.09 4.17 -.nn

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS,

2.89 3.12 -.21' 3.45 3.51 -.06 3.01 3.20
4.25 4.47 -.22 5.11 4.72 +.39 4.56 4.73 -.17

4.09 4.29 -.20 4.40 4.54 -.14 4.39 4.56 -.17

3.13 2.71 +.42 3.18 3.11 +.07 3.06 2.85 +.21

2.51 2.57 -.06 2.60 2.97 -.37 205 2.73 - ,-.28
3.97 3.85 +.12 ,....,4,48 4.11 +.27 4.23 4.15 +.08

2.92 3.24 -,32 3.61 ' 3.63 -.02 3.13 3.30 -.17
4.48 4.92 -.384.26 4.67 -.41 4.92 +.06 4.54

2.56 2.56 +400 2.96 2.96 +.00 2.69 2,72
4 +;

-.03
.4.15 4.19 -.04 4.88 4.44 +.44 4.53

2.91 3.07 -.16 3.74 3.46 +.28 3.25
::656 ::174.52 4.40 +.12 4.93 4.64 +.29 4.83

2.50 2.97 -.47 3.39 3.36 +.03 2.83 3.07 -.24
3.86 3.86 +.00 4.18 4.12 +.06° 4.09 4.16 -.07-

3.17 2.76 +.41 4.04 3.15 +.89 3.01 2.89 +.12
4.72 4.12 +.60 5.64 4.38 +1.26 4.96 4.41 .55

2.60 2.93 -.33 3.40 2.88 3.03 -.15
4.54 ::::4.43 4.24 +.14 4.42 4.92 4.56 +.36

2.76 3.87 -1.11 * 3.49 4.25 -.76 3.22 3.84 -.62 s
5.02 5.27 -.25 5.27 5.51 -.24 5.39 5.49 -.10

3.76' 3.57 +.19 4.45 3.96 +.49 3.85 3.59 +.26
5.49 5.30 +.19 5.94 5.54 +.40 5.72 5.51 +.21

2.99 2.76 +.23 3.50 -.013.15 +.35
!..711 :1;3.82 4.04 -.22 4.04 -.22

2.61 3.01 -.40 3.16 3.40 -.24 2.81 3.11 -.30
4.16' 4.59 -.43 4.52 . 4.84 -.32 4.64 4.81 -.20

,

2.61 2.72 -.11 3.32 3.11 +.21 2.81 2.85 -.04
4.21 4.42 ,-,21 4.92 4.67 +.25 4.49 4.68 -.19

2.40 2.62 -.22 2.02 3.01 -.19 2.65 2.77 -.12
4.16 4.23 -.07 4.94 4.48 4.46 4.46 4.50 -.04

2.59 2.83 -.24 2.87 3.22 -.35 2.74 2.95 -.21

2.76 2.89 -.13 3.19 3.29 -.10 3.04 3.00 +.04
3.40 4.25 -.39 4.49 4.50 -.01 4.66 4.52 +.14

4.

EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES,,AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIDNS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (MARY E RODMAN.- ROBERT FULTON)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESQURCES PROFILE*

a

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
ZATION

(1)

TOTAL.
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(3)

PERCENT
AVER
DAI4.''

ATTE1

DANCE
(4)

/
/

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

.

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
CDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
411)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
($)

(12)

TEACHER
(5)

,

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
(7)

,

ADMIN.
18)

MARY E RODMAN K.-6 1,062 22.1 93,41 46.0 2.0 11.4 24.9 18.1 10.6 10.8 9328

MATTHEW A BENSON K -6 882 25.5 93.4 32.6 2.0 11.3 28.5 14.5 35.7 9.6 7220

MEDFIELD HEIGHTS K-6 386 16.1 93.8 23.0 1.0 8.8 37.0 25.0
8.5 11.6 11.017

MONTEBELLO P-6 1,056 22.5 91.6 45.0 2.0 6.8 24.3, 19.1 . 10.7 10,062

MORDECAI GIST K-6 620 . 22.1 92.1 27.0 1.0 11.4 420.0 14.3 11.7 11.8 9726

MORRELL K-6 473 18.5 91.7 24.5 1.0 8.0 33.0 7.8 11.4 9.1 9529

MT ROYAL P-6 541 15.9 92.0 32.0 2.0 9.5 25.1 20.6 26.8 11.8 8079

fl

MT WASHINGTON K-6 415 21.4 94.2 18.4 1.0 15.1' 27.0 27.8 7.2 12.7 106612

MT WINANS *6 283 20.2 90.0 13.0 1.0 11.2. 28.0 7.1 59.6 9.3 3893

NORTH BEND .801 22.3-* 86.0 34.0 2.0 8.6 21.5 22.2 NA NA NA

NORTHWOOD K-6 993 21.6 93.3 40.0 2.0 8.9 24.0 16.7 5.4 12.1 11.973

OLIVER CROMWELL K -6 727 22.0 92.2 31.0 2.0 9.2 22.5 18.2 33.1 9.2 6792

OLIVER, H PERRY K46 384 20.'2 90.7 18.0 1.0 7.1 24.5 15.6 23.6 8.3 7753

'It

PATAPSCO P -6 IP 25.2 89.2 25.0 2.0 12.6 15.5 29.6 47.9 9.4 4349

PATRICK HENRY 246 20.5 88.1 11.0 1.0 10.8 30.0 0.0 30.0 9.3 7843

PIMLICO .1(6 10832 26. 90.4 66.4 2.0 9.5 30.0 22.51 17.3 10.5 8385

RAGNEL HEIGHTS K -6 739 18.2 93.4 38.6 2.0 9.1 35.4 8.6 6.4 11.1 100139

ROBERT FULTON K-5 433 22.8 88.1 184 1.0 13.9 26.0 ,5,8 33.5 9.0 6458

SEE CHAPTER 30 PAGES 72-730 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (MARY .E RODMAN ROBERT FULTON)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVRCENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND.NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL.
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIMORE CITY
SLMOOL SYSILM

4, *

VOCABULARY

SCHOOL NAME GMADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY..
LAND
NORM

MARY E RUOMAN . 3 54.5 2.39 2.54
5 92.7 4.04 4.46

MATTHEW A-HENSON 3 06.2 2.69 2.76
5 90.1 4.10 4.25

. ' .

MEDFIELD HEIGHTS 3 97.3 3.52 3.36
5 99.9 5,13 5.11

MONTEUELLO 3 90.7 2.63 2.94
5 00.0' 3.83 4.13

MORDECAI GIST 3 06.3 2,51 2.78
5 86.8 '3.90 3.95

MORRELL 3 93.4 3.62 3.11
5 94.2 4.73 4.61

MT ROYAL 3 99.9 3.52 3.53
5 100.4 5.29 5.16

MI WASHINGTON 3 110.6 4.53 4.23
5 111.1 6.62 6.10

MT WINANS 3 69.3 2.74 2.05
5 86.3 3.56 3.91

+ 1

NORTHBEND 3 .03.6 2.00 2.49
5 90.3 4.32 4.26

.NORTH4000 3 90.4 2.84 2.92
5 94.4 4.44 4.63

OLIVER CROMWELL 3' 67.5 2.95 2.73
5 84.1 3.32 3.72

OLIVER H PERRY 3 90.8 2.51 2.94
5 92.6 4.46 4.47

PATAPSCO 3 85.8 2.30 2.62
5 86.7 3.48 3.95

PATRICK HENRY 3 85.8 2.21 2.62

PIMLICO 3 04.9 2.37 2.56
5 86.4 3.94 3.92

RAGNEL HEIGHTS 3 92.0 3.01 3.02
5 89.5 4.05' 4.19

ROBERT FULTON 3 91.6 2.66 2.99
5 06.5 3.64 3.93

SKILL AREAS

READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL

DIFFrq.. AVERAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE -MARY-
ErCr LAND ENCE LAND

GE NORM GE NORM

,

-.15 2.59 2.56 .03 3.30 2.95
-.44 4.06 4.55 -.47 4.90 4.79

-.09 2.60 2.01 -.13 3.17 3.20
-.15, 4.21 4.33 ....12 5.02 4.56.

t

..16 3.46. 3.42 .04 4.00 3.60
.02 . 500 5.16 -.16 S.36 5.1,0

-.31 2.60 2.97 -.37 3.29 3.36
-.30 3.12 4.22 -.30 4.39 4.47

-.27 2.57 2.81 -.24 3.20 3.21

...-.05 4.16 4.05 .11 4.26 4.30

.51 3.30 3.16 .14 3.92 3.54

.12 4.62 4.67 -.05 4.89 4.92

3.69 3.59 .10 4.64 3.98
.13 5.14 5,20 -.06 5.64 5.44

.30 4.64 4.32 .32 5.32 4.70

.52 6,26 6.10 .16 6.09 6.33

-.11 2.70 2.66 -.10 2.67 3.27
-.35 3.93 4.01 .-.00 e.23 4.26

.39 2.62 2.51 .11 3.29 2.91

.06 4.11 4.34 -.23 4.65 4.59

-.08 2.80 2.95 -.15 3.50 3.34
...19 4.40 4.69 -.29 4.65 4.94

.22 2.60 2.76 .04 3.0 3415
-.40 3.66 3.62 -.16 3.94 4.08

-.43 2150 2.98 ...40 3.01 3.37
-.01 4.37 4.54 -.17 4.77 4.79

-.24 2.46 2.65 -.19 3.02 3.04
-.47 3.80 4.04 -.24 4.11 4.29

-.41 2.34 2.65 -.31 2.90 3.04

+

-.19 2.54 2.59 -.05 2.99 2.90
.02 4.05 4.01 .04 4.12 4.27

-.01 2.82 3.06 -.24 3.68 3.45
-.14 4.45 4.26 -.10 4.42 4.53

-.33 2.00 3.03 ...IS 3.83 3.42
-.29 3.70 4.02 4.13 4.28

MATHEMATICAL TOTAL a

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

.

MARY+
LAUD
NORM

C

.35 2.76 2.71

.11 4.46 4.60

. -.03 3.04 2.93
.44 4.66 4.60

.

.20 3.62 3.46

...04 5.43 5.36

-.07 2.64 3.07
-.06 4.46 . 4.49-

-.01 2.82 2.93
-.02 4.37 4.33

.36 3.52 3.23
-.03 '5.07 4.92

.66 3.70 3.61

.20 5.87 5.42

.62 4.83 4.24

.56 6.71 6.27

-.40 2.69 2.99
-.03 4.15 4.29

.36 2.98 2.67

.06 4.88 4.61

.16 2.99 3.06
-.29 4.74 4.94

.54 3.27 2.89
-.14 4.19 4.12

-.36 2.67 3.08
-.02 5.05

-.02 2.61 2.79
-.18 4.24 4.33

...14 2.46 2.79

.01 2.81 2.74
-.15 4.17 4.30

+.23 3.06 3.15
-.11 4.33 4.55

-.39 2.83 3.13
-.15 4.40 4.31

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FPR, DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 001 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTO1PRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

C9 147

DIFFER..
ENCE

4.05
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.09
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.36

.07
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.BALTIMORE CITY (ROBERT W COLEMAN - WAVERLY)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- T1ON OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2AT1ON MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (s)SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ROBERT W COLEMAN K -6 471 18.1 88:6 25.0 1.0 12.2 23.5 26.9 33.6 9.7 6936

ROSEMONT P -6 686 20.2 90.5 32.0 2.0 9.8 21.7 8.8 22.0 9.7 8398

RUTLAND 789 18.8 91.6 40.0 .0 8.1 25.0 14.3 36.0 9.3 6604

SAMUEL COLERIDGE TAYLOR P -6 637 14.8, 90.4 40.5 2.5 13.8 25.2 8.1 56.3 8.4 4169

SAMUEL F D MORSE K,4-6 654 16.8 -86.9 37.0 2.0 10.5 31.0 20.5 26.0 t.2 7170

SARAH M ROACH K -6 548 23.8 94.3 22.0 1.0 11.6 30.0 21.7 NA NA NA

SINCLAIR LANE K-6 780 24.4 91.0 30.0 2.0 10.0 27.3 6.3 16.7 10.0 9751

SIR ROBERT EDEN P -6 470 22.4 89.8 20.0 1.0 9.9 24.8 23.8 47.1 8.9 5896

SPRINGHILL 706 20.8 90.6 32.0 2.0 9.1 18.7 14.7 25.1 10.1 8054

ST HELENA K -6 55 18.3 51.0 3.0 0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 46.4 5.9 6351

STEUART HILL P-3 849 23.4 83.4 34.3 2.0 10.2 26.5' 35.3 34.3 :111.3 6201

TENCH TILGHMAN K-q, 734 22.9 89.0 30.0 2.D ' 5.9 24.0 12.5 25.D 6.3 6942

THOMAS G HAYES K -6 678 17.8 89.2 36.0 2.0 10.0 22.5 15.8 51.9 8.8 3931

THOMAS JEFFERSON K -6 437 24.3 94.7 1.7.0 1.0 13.2 26.0 50.0 4.0 12.0 11,664
5

THOMAS JOHNSON 134 22.5 55.1 35.0 2.0 9.5 24.9 21.6 .1.4.9 8.5 8597

VICTORY P -6 420 17.5 65.2 23.0 1.0 4.5 24.0 12.5 46.5 9.7 2703

VIOLETVILLE K -6 422 19.A 94.1 20.8 1.0 10.0 15.8 17.4 5.6 ,9.4 10,193

WAVERLY K-6 706 23.2 95.1 28.5 2.0 7.1 31.5 22.9 15.9 11.6 10,154

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OR TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (ROBERT W 'COLEMAN WAVERLY)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIMORE CITY
SCHOOL SY51Em

. SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION XAN6UAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ErCE LAND ENCE LAND. ENCE LAND INCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

ROBERT M CDLEMAN 3 88.7 2.77 2.81 -,04 2.50 2.84 ...34 2.93 3.23 -.30 2.92 2.96 ...04

'5 87.3 3.99 4.00 -.01 3.93 4.09 -.16 4.21 4.34 -.13 4.41 4.37 .04

ROSEMUNT 3 89.3 2.82 2.85 -.03 2,81 , 2.88 -.07 3.72 3.27 7 .45 3.02 2.99 .03
5 87.7 3.94 4.03 -.09 3.94 4.12 -.18 4.27 4.38 -.11 4.34 4.41 -.07

RUTLAND 3 81.4 2.18 2.34 -.16 2.33 2.35 2.72 2.75' ..03 2.60 , 2.53 .07
5 73.8 4.01 2.81 1.20 3.74 2.95 .79 4.19 3.22 .97 4.04 3.30 4.74

SAM COLERIDGE TAYLOR 3 87.3 2.66 2.72 -.06 2.80 2.75 .05 3.05 4,14 -.09 2.73 .88 ...15
5 89.6 3.93 4.20 -.27 4.13 4.29 -.16 4.20 4.54 ...34 4.21 .56 -.35

'SAMUEL F 0 MORSE 5 89.5 5.96 4.19 -.23 3.96 4.28 -.32 4.33. 4.53 -.20 4.58 4.55' .03

SARAH M ROACH

SINCLAIR LANE

94.1 2.35 3.16 -.81 2.53 3.20 -.67 3.12 3.59 -.47 2.95 3.27 '.32
83.8 4.07 3.69 .38 4.13 3.79 .34 4.46 4.05 .41 4.40 4.09 .31

3 94.1 2.94 3.16 -.22 3.17 3.20 -.03 3.59 3.59 .00 3.28 3.27 .01
5 89.8 4.55 4.22 4.33 4.54 4.30 .24 4.91 4.55 .36 4.90 4.57- .33

SIR ROBERT EDEN 3 79.8 2.22 2.23 -.01 2.41 2.24 .17 2.77 2.64 .13 2.60 2.44 - .16
5 88.3 3.50 4.09 -.59 3.75 4.18 -.43 3.9? 4.43 -.51 4.29 4.45 -.16

SPRINuMILL

ST HELENA

STEUART HILL

3. 84.5 2.53 2.54 -.111 2.52 2.56 -.04 3.11 2.95 .16 2.72 2.71 4.01

3 92.3 4.85 3.04 1.01 3.00 3.08 -.08 4.73 3.47 1.26 4.12 3.17 .95
5 103.1 7.43 5.39 2.04 7.32 5.43 1.89 6.85 5.66 1.19 6.00 5.63 .37

3 87.6 2.44 2.74 -.30 2.39 2.77 -.30 2.71 3.16 -..45 2.78 2.89

TENCH TILGHMAN 3 86.5
5 88.6

THOMAS G HAYES 3 90.0
5 84.5

THOMAS JEFFERSON 3 91.7
5 96.5

THOMAS JOHNSON

V1CTOHY

2.20 2.67 -.47 2.21
3.56 4.11 -.55 3.75

2.69
4.20

2.12 2.89 -.77 2.25 2.93
3.73 - 3.7' -.02 3.78 3.85

-.4A 2.71
-.45 4.07

3.09 -.38 2.67 2.83 -.16
4.45 -.38 4.25 4.48 -.23

A 2.A1 3.32 ...51 2.66 3.03 -.37
-. 7 4.07 4.11 .-.04 4.06 4.15

3.33 .00 .33 3.26 3.04 .22
4.74 4.81 4.82 4.87' -.05

3.75 3.43 .32 3.49 3.13 .36
5.16 5.11 .05 4.87 5.11 -.24

3 96.1 2.66 3.28 -.62 2.08 3.34 -.46 3.40 3.72 -.32 3.23 3.39 -.16
5 95.9 4.93 4.76 .17 4.97 4.82 .15 5.33 5.06 .27 5.21 5.06 .15

3 85.8 2.46 2.62 -.16 2.55 2.65 -.10 2.78 3.04 -.26 2.61 2.79 -.18
5 87,9 4.11 405 .06 3.88 /4.14 -.26 4.38 4.39 -.01 4.30 4.42

VIOLETVIELE p
1(g.2

3.24 3.54 -.30 3.28 3.60 -.32 3.90 3.99 -.09 3.40 3.62
5.29 5.05 .24 .v.7 5.10 -.03 5.59 5.114 .25 5.46 5.32 .14

WAVERLY 3 97..3 2.88 3.36 ...48 2.84 3.42 -.50 3.54 3.80 -.26 3.04 3.46 ...42

5 88.5 4.11 4.10 ..01, 4.15 4.19 .-.04 4.63 4.44 .19 4.31 4.47 -.16

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FDA DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (4) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (WESTSIDE BALTIMORE CITY COLLEGE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC .SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

,, PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD^ EDUCA- FAMILY
- ORGANI-

ZATION
ENROLL-
MENT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN
DANCE

DEGREE
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF
MOTHER

INCOHL
(L)TEACHER

,

ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.
S SCHOOL NAME- (1) (21 (3) (4) (51 (64 (7) (8) (91 (10) (11) (12)

WESTSIDE-

WILLIAM FELL 5 -6

WILLIAM M ALEXANDER P-6

WILLIAM PACA K-6

WINDSOR HILLS K -6

WINSTON K-6

WM PINDERHUGHES P-6

WOODHOME K.-.6

YORKWOOD 1(....6

CANTON ELEM L JR HIGH K-9

CHINQUAPIN MIDDLE 6-$

FALLSTAFF 6-8

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY 1(-9

HOME AND HOSPITAL K..12

ROBERT POOLE I(^4)

ROLAND PK ELEM L JR HIGH 1(^9

WILLIAM S. BAER K.'12

BALTIMORE CITY COLLEGE 9.-12

$113

354

439

1,020

4$9

1,110

504

564

698

2,091

1,120

686

1,518

1,694

1,284

23.3 90.9 35.11 14.3 38.5 15.9 39.1 10.0 5862

24.2 $1.7 13.6 1.0 11.3 211.5 20.5 21.7 8.1 736$

19.1 90.0 22.0 1.0 16.1 38.0 26.1 49.0 8.7 5083

23.7 88.3 41.0 2.0 9.1 26.3 20.9 15.9 0.4 8713

t

19.6 91.8 24.0 1.0 14.7 23.0 20.0 13.9 11.5 9920

24.1 92.6 44.0 4.0 10.7 28.5 10.9.- 13.4 12.0 10,48.

17.4 $9.4 28.0 1.0 6.9 .21.0 13.8 44.6 8.6 5284

15.2 93.7 36.1 1.0 8.3 23.0 27.2 2.2 11.0 11,257

22.2 ,92.9 29.4 2.0 13.1 30.0 12.7 6.0 12.0 10,888

20.9 79.6 96.2 4.0 7.3 24.1 13.2 17.4 8.5 $808

14.5 84.9 75.5 2.0 8.5 18.7 16.1 NA NA NA

16.9 91.4 39.5 1.0 7.3 33.0 22.2 10.5 12.0 12.4371

20.9 72.5 69.5 3.0 9.0 22.2 19.3 21.5 8.4 7942

NO RESOURCE DATA AS OF 9/74

22.3 $1.3 74.0 2.0 9.2 32.9 15.8 15.1 9.$ 9060

19.3 87.0 63.5 3.0 9.$ 27.2 19.R $.0 12.4 13.203

NO RCSOURCE DATA AS OF 9/74

1,040 15.7 76.5 64.0 2.0 13.1 16.3 42.4 29.7 10.5 $142

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR PErINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (WESTSIDE BALTIMORE CITY COLL)

TABLE-'4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE' EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND. NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

UAITIMORL CITY
SLH0OL SYSILM

AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES* SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOP' NAML GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MAPY- DIFFER- AVEPAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- , DIFFER-
LAD EILE LAND ENCE LANO ENCE LANG ENCE

5AS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM . GE NORM

WLSTSIOE 3 83.7 2.64 '2.49 4.15 2.60 2.50 .10 2.90 2.90 4.00 2.62 2.67 -.05
5 87.5 3.89 4.02 -.13 4.02 4.11 -.09 4.23 4.36 -.13 4.41 4.39 .02

WILLIAM FILL 5 63.4 4.10 3.65 4.46 3.92 3.76 .16 400 4.02 .28 4.64 4.06 .50

WILLIAM M ALEXANDER 1 ORO 2.40 2.7R ...30 ?.53 2.01 4..2A 2.01 3.21 -.23 2.73 2.93
.4..Agb 91.2 4.42 4.34 .04 4.62 4.42 .20 4.94 4.67 .27 5.01

WILLIAM PACA 3 92.5 2.64 3.05 -.41 2.89 3.09 -.20 3.08 3.40 -.40 2.93 3.18 -.25
5 880 4.15 4.07 ..08 4.27 4.16 .11 4.44 4.41 .03 4.77 4.44 .33

WINDSOR HILLS 3 85.7 3.13 2.61 .52 x3.133.13 2.64 .49 3.65 3.03 .62 3.06 2.78 .28
5 90.6 4.97 4.29 .68 4.67 4.37 .30 4.92 4.62 .30 4.60 4.64 .04

i
WINSTON 3 86.7 2.73 2.68 .05 2.74 2.71 .03 3.50 3.10 .40 2.95 2.84 .11

b 7.6 3.92 4.02 -.10 4.25 4.12 .13 4.1q1 4.37 .44 4.49 4.40 .09

111M pINOERHUGHES 3 57.3 2.51 2.72 -.21 2.50 2.75 -.25 2.77 3.14 -.37 2.82 2.88 -.06
5 83.5 4.03 3.66 .37 3.87 3.77 .10 3.99 4.03 -.04 4.11 4.07 4.04

WOOOHOME 3 98.3 3.57 3.43 .14 3.27 3.48 -.21 3.69 3.87 -.10 3.80 3.51 4.29
5 102.7 5.35 5.36 -.01 5.07 5.39 -.32 5.36 5.63 -.27 5.47 5.60 -.13

YORKWOOD 3 90.3 3.75 3.19 #.26 3.59 3.54 .04 4.19 3.94 .45 3.64 3.57 ..11
5 97.4 5.30 4.89 .41 5.11 4.95 .16 5.74 5.19 .55 5.58 5.18 .40

CANTON ULM JR HI 3 92.7 2.42 3.06 -.64 2.66 3.11 -.45 3.21 3.50 -.29 3.07 3.19 -.12
5 67.2 4.13 3.99 .14 4.12 4.08 .04 4.35 4.34 .01 4.66 4.37 4.29
7 59.6 5.48 5.60 -.12 5.74 5.71 .03 5.A0 5.67 .01 6.01 5.94 .07
9 95.2 7.81 7.72 .00 7.80 7.65 .15 7.89 7.79 .10 7.97 7.86 .I1

CHINQUAPIN MIDDLE 7 94.7 6.16 6.16 +.00 6.13 6.23 -.10 6.64 6.36 .28 6.44 6.46 -.02

FALLSTAFF 7 102.2 7.10 6.97 #.21 6.96 6.98 -.02 7.34 7.08 .26 67.94 7.23 -.19

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY 3 89.6 2.60 2.87 -.27 2.93 2.90 .03 2.94 3.29 -.35 2.92 3.01 -.09
5 97.7 4.37 4.92 ...SS 4.51 , 4.97 -.46 4.90 5.21 -.31 4.91 5.20 -.29
7 90.3, 5.53 5.68 -.13 5.71 , 5.78 -.07 6.13 5.94 .19 6.28
9 99.9 .39 8.26 ..I3 8.55 8.20 .35 R.69 8.25 .44 8.21 :.%

.27

HOME AND HOSPITAL 3 08,1 2.81 2.77 .04 2.97 2.00 .17 3.07 3.19 -.12 2.63 2.92 -.29
6 64.4 . 4.16 3.74 *012 3.99 3.65 .14 4.09 4.10 -.01 5.02 4.14 ..815
7 85.6 5.28 5.17 .11 5.60 5.31 .29 5.48 5.49 -.01 5.86 5.53 .33
9 82.9 7.41 6.29 1.12 6.86 6.22 .64 7.25 6.56 .69 7.25 6.53 .72

ROOERT PQOLE 3 95.4 3.22 3.24 -.02 3.00 3.29 3.75 3.60 .07 3.45 3.35 .10
5 87.4 4.65 4.01 .64 4.60 4.10 .50 4.70 4.35 .35 4.90 4.38 .52
7 90.9 5.90 5.74 4.24 6.09 5.04 .25 6.'7 6.00 4.37 6.24 6.07 .17
9 93.9 ,7.86 7.56 .58 7.76 7.50 .26 7.40 7.66 .24 7.86 7.72 .14

ROLANO PK LLEM JR 3 109.0 4.23 4.11 .12 4.50 4.20 .30 4.57 4.58 -.01 4.38 4.13 .25
111.3 6.52 6.12 .40 6.60 6.12 .46 6.66 6.35 .31 600 6.28 .19

7 44.4 6.36 6.13 4.23 6.35 6.20 .15 6.49 6.33 .66 6.48 6.43 .05
9 93.2 7.58 7.48 .10 7.45 7.42 .03 7.42 7.59 .73 7.31 7.64 -.33

WILLIAM 5 HALM 7 86.5 5.26 5.27 -.01 5.14 5.40 -.26 5.36 5.58 -.22 5.28 5.62 -.34
9 92.1 7.99 7.36 (.61 7.20 7.29 -.09 7.41 7.40 .33 7.77 ,-7.52 .25

SALTO CITY COLLEGE 9 09.9 6.49 6.64 .4.16 6.40 6.57 -.17 6.63 6.86 -.23 7.04 6.85 ,,19

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK Is) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCDAE5 PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

FA f)

151
,.



BALTIMORE CITY (BALTIMORE POLYTECH INST HOUSTON WOODS)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND.PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCEN1
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE
'''

MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGAN!- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN+ T!ON OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 11)

SCHOOL NAME (1) 12/ (3 -) 14) 151 160 17/ 18) (9) (101 111/ (12)

SALTO POLYTECH INSTI 9-12 2.215 22.3 94.0 96.5 3.0 15.7 25.2 41.2 10.0 11.4 10.662

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 7-9 1.391 20.5 74.1 65.0 310 9.9 27.T 19.1 21.4 9.4 8578

BOOKER T WASHINGTON
1

7-9 1.397 21.7 71.,3 63.4 1.0 12.8 34.0 19.3 47.3 9.3 5404

CALVERTON 7-9 2.225 20.8 80.7 103.0 4.0 . 9.7 21.4 22.4 24.3 110.0 8051

CHERRY HILL 7-9 1.079 21.1 93.3 49.0 2.0 11.8 22.5 19.6 39.7 10.2 6682

CLIFTON PARK 7-8 1.314 18.9 70.8 66.5 3.0 10.4 24.8 19.4 34.0 9.5 6826

EASTERN 9-12 1.446 21.9 74.0 63.0 3.0 Z.0.1 18.6 28.8 32.2 10.3 7932

EDGAR ALLEN POE 7-12 370 16.1 52.8 21.0 2.0 11.1 16.7 21.7 37.1 9.5 7026

FAIRMOUNT HILL 8-12 863 14.5 66.2 57.5 2.0 8.9 22.8 16.8 44.3 8:9 6047

FOREST PARK 9-12 778 13.9 74.1 53.0 3.0 12.5 18.4 33.9 26.3 10.8 8556

c.

GARRISON 7-9 1,475 19.8 74.1 71.5 3.0 10.9 27.5 18.8 18.3 11.3 9144

GREENSPRING 7-9 2.471 19.9 85.2 120.0 4.0 7.8 24.1 15.3 21.9 11.0 8879

GWYNNS FALLS PARK 7-9 1.381 17.8 74.0 .5 75.6 2.0 9.1 16.5 19.3 20.2 10.1 8478

HAMILTON 7-9 1.938 19.8 83.2 94.0 4.0 10.5 36.7 23.5 5.4 10.8 10.704

HAMPSTEAD HILL 7-9 2.194 19.4 72.2 100.0 5.0 11.1 24.5 22.1 24.0 8.5 8089

HARLEM PARK 7-9 2.427 22.3 74.2 106.0 3.0 10.0 33.3 22.9 41.7 8.8 5627

HERRING RUN 7-9 2,827 19.5 111.5 140.0 5.0 7.8 20.4 21.4 17.3 10.1 9478

HOUSTON-WOODS 7-12 1.162 15.4 66.9 73.6 2.0 12.0 33.0 15.9 44.1 9.3 5947

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-731 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (BALTIMORE POLYTECHNIC-INST.,/ HOUSTON-WOODS)

TABLE 4: SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE" GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH M YLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALIIMORL CITY
SCHOOL SYSILM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL.' NAME;` GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE, MARY". DIFFER. AVERAGE MARY.) DIFFER. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.'
LAND ErCE LANE/4 ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

8ALT0 POLYTECHNIC 9 114.0 10.51 9.90 4.61 10.16 9.84 4.32 10.56 9.66 10.89 9.88 +1.01

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 7 69.5 5.57 5.59 -.02 5.87 5.70 +.17. 5.77 5.86 -.n9 6.13 5.93 4.20
9 95.3 7.85 7.73 4.12 7.61 7.6E, -.05 7.91 7.80 4.11 8.06 7.87 +.19

BOOKER T WASHINGTON 7 85.7 b.on S.18 -.10 5.09 5.32 -.23 5.39 5.50 -.11 5.62 5.54 4.08
9 84.6 6.67 6.49 4.18 6.37 6.42 -.05 7.11 1 6.73, 4.38 6.63 6.71 -.08

CALVERTON 7 86.7 5.44 5.29 4.15 5.36 5.42 ..06 6.06 5.60 4.460 5.76 5.64 +.12
9 86.7 6.69 6.73 4..04 6.32 6.66 7.23 6.94 .29 6.69 6.94 .25

CHERRY HILL 7 87.4 5.02 5.36 ..34 5.31 5.49 5.64 5.66 -.02 5.66 5.71
9 89.1 6.38 7.01 -.63 6.41 6.94 -.S3 7.13 7.18 -.05 6.70 7.20 -.50

CLIFTON PARK 7 87.7 5.31 5.40 -.09 5.27 5.52 -.25 5.75 5.69 4.06 5.73 5.74

EASTERN 9 85.4 . 6.51 6.58 -.n7 6.03 6.51 -.4n 7.25 6.81 4.44 6.77 6.80 -.03

EDGAR ALLLN POE 7 67.0 4.24 5.32 -1.08 4.50 5.45 ..95 5.68 5.62 4.06 4.97 5.67 -.70
9 84.0 6.03 6.42 .09 5.95 6.35 -.40 6.74 6.67 4.07 6.20 6.65 .-.45

,-,

FAIRMouNT HILL 9 82.0 5.56 6.10 -.62 5.46 6.12 -.66 6.20 6.47 -.19 6.10' 6.43 -.33

FOREST PARK 9 80.0 6.27 5.95 4.32 6.46 5.89 4.57 6.83 6.27 4.56 6.84 6.22 ;.62
t

GARRISON 7 87.3 5.24 -.5.35 -.11 5.18 5.48 -.30 '5.98 5.65 4..33 5.73 5.70 +.03
9 81.1 7.00 6.08 4.92 6.62 6.01 4.51 7.28 6.38 4.90 7.16 6.34 4;82'

GREENSPRING 7 91.4 5.57 5.80 ..23 5.33 5.89 ....56 5.A8 6.04 -.16 5.78 6.12 -.34
9 91.7 7.15 7.31 -.16 6.77 7.24 -.47 7.45 7.44 4.01 7.15 7.48 -.33

GWYNNS FALLS PARK 7 89.9 5.55 5.64 .09 5.40 5.74 .26 5.98 5.90 4.08 5.91 5.97 ...06

9 67.5 6.90 6.82 4.0R 6.49 6.76 -.27 7.23 7.02 4.21 6.72 7.03 -.31

HAMILTON .
7 93.0 5.87 5.97 'D 5.96 '''6,05 ..09 6.42

.

6.20 +.22 6.44 6.29 4.15

. .. 9 96.9 8.05 7.91 4.14 8.01 7 8..1 7.96 4.45 8.18 8.04 +.14

HAMPSTEAD HILL 7 87.9 5.52 5.42 4.10 5.59 5.54 4.05 6.03 5.71 4.32 6.02 5.76
9 92.5 7.17 7.40 ..2s 7. 5 7.34 .4.09 7.43 7.52 -.09 7.53 7.56

4.26
-.03

HARLEM PARK 7 86.5 5.19 5.27 -.on 5.21 5.40 -.19 5.66 5.58 +.08 5.S6 5.62 -.06
9 86.9 6.23 6.75 -.52 6.52 6.b9 -.17 7.02 6.9b .06 6469 6.96 -.27

HLRRII4G RUN 7 , 90.8 5.80 5.73 4.n7 5.81 -.02 6.25 5.99 4.26 6.20 6.06 4.14
9 95.5 7.55 7.75 -.20 7.49 7.b9 ,' -.20 7.97 7.82 4.15 7.95 7.89 *496

HOUSTON -WOODS ' 7 83.8 4.84 4.97 -.13 5.11 5.13 -.02 5.42 5.32 4.10 5.36 5.34 4.02

9 64.9 5.92 6.52 -.60 5.67 6.45 -.7n 6.54 6.76 -.22 6.33 6.75 ...42

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74.7$, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK f/ ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCDRES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIMS FDA INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCDRES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE C I T.Y ( JANE ADAMS W.00DROW WI LSON )

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL _--- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

'--,

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

-PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD-. EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF AITEN.. DEGREE VAN-. TIN OF INCOME

TEACHER
15)

ADMIN,
(6)

TEACHER
III

ADMIN.
(8)

SCHOOL NAME
2ATION

11/

MENT
(2)

RATIO
A3/

DANCE
(41

OR ABOVE
19/

TAGED
(10)

MOTHER
(151

IS)
412/

JANE ADAMS 9 -12 100 7.1 74.7 13.0 1.0 12.7 42.0 27.1 32.8 9.6' 7580

.....-'

JOSIAH DIGGS 7...0 533 19.0 78.4 26.0 2.0 8.5 27.1 7.1 . NA NA . NA

LAKE CLIFTON SR HIGH 9 -12 2,702 18.5 70.9 141.6 4.0 , 8.4 24.5 22.0 34.5 9.8 7335

LOMBARD JR HIGH 7 -9 1,449 18.1 65.2 72.5 3.5 8.3 33.5 24.3 50.6 8.9 5025

NORTHERN PKWY JR HIGH 7-9 2,383 22.9 83.1 101.0 3.0 9.5 15.7 24.0 7.7 11.8 11,046

NORTHWESIERN HIGH 9 -12 2,500 19.8 81.0 122.1 4.0 11.5 21.5 33.0 22.2 11.3 9623

PIMLICO 21021 18.9 84.0 103.0 4.0 0.13 21'.9 26.2 113.1 11.7 '10,117

ROCK GLEN 7 -9 2,392 20.1 79.4. 116.0 3.0 10.6 23.9 16.8 11.9 10.3. 9549.

SOUTHERN 9-12 2,305 22.5 75.3 99.6 3.0 13.3 24.7 33.7 24.6 S. nal

SOUTHWESTERN 9 -12 1,577 19.2 70.6 79.0 3.0 10.7 20.2 25.6 22.7 9.6 8553

WALBROOK 9-12 2,056 19.6 71.1 101.0 4.0 11.0 26:6. 24.8 28.4 10.5 - 8154

WESTERN 9 -12 2,735 21.4 89.7 124.0 4.0 11.5 29.0 037.5-, 15-.9 11.4 10,182

WILLIAM LEMHEL 7 -9 2,105 20.6 79.0 98.0 4.0 11.0 21.6 20.6 22.3 10.9 8660

WOODROW WILSON 9 -12 123 10.3 82.6 11.0 1.0 14.6 40.0 41.7 26.2 S. 7800

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72.-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (JANE ADAMS WOODROW WILSON)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL.- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH,MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

UALTIMORL C1Ty
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME.

SKILL AREAS,.

VOCARULARY-:, READING COMPREHENSION LAN4AGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

ENCE
GRAVE AVERACX AVERAGE HOY- 'bIPPIkAYCRAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MANY- DIFFER- AVERAGE pli,,,2.0,... =ER-

LAND Eta"
SAS GE NORM GE 10=4

°ACC' .

GE 1411:4 GE NORM

JANE ADAMS 9 72.1 6.15 5.04 1.11

JOSIAH 0160$ 7 85.6 5.33 5.17 , 4.16

FAKE CLIFTON SR HI 9 85.0 6.32 6.53 -.21

LOMBARD 7 89.8 4.94 5.08 -.14
9 86.9 8.03 6.75 1.28

NORTH.RN PKWY JR H1G 7 92.2 5.79 5.89 -.10

I

9 99.0 7.59 7.58 -.04

NORI4h4ESTLNN 9 109.0 9.65 9.32 .33

PIMLICO 7 89.2 5.50 5.56 -.06
9 92.9 6.93 7.95 -.52

ROCK GLEN 7 90.3 5.89 5.68 4.21
9 93.5 7.36 7.52 -.16

tOUTHLRN 9 92.5 6.96. 7.40 -.44

SLuy4WESTEMN 9 81.9 6.16 6.17 ..I9

WAL8RO8K 9 158.4 6.91 6.Q3 -.02

Wt -STERN 9 110.3 10.41 9.47 4.94

WILLIAM LEMMLL 7 89.4 4.92 5.09 -.12.
9 89.3 7.53 7.03 4.50

voocRuw WILSON 9 7'7.0 5.42 5.60 -.18

SEE, CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-754 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS,

5.71 4.97 4.74 6.55 5.49 1.06 6.09 5.37 4.72

5.55 5.31 4.29 5.70 5.49 .21 5.92 5.53 4.39

6.10 6.97 -.3.7 6.65 6.77 -.12 6.61 6.76 -.15

5.05 5.23 -.18 5.95 5.91 4.04 5.58 5.45 .13
7.08 6.69 .39 7.93 6.96 .97 7.03 6.96./ .07

5.86 5.97 -.11 6.22 6.12 4.10 6.26 6.20 4.06.

7.39 7.51 -.12 7.81 7.67 .14 7.66 7.73 -.07

9.45 9.25 4.20 10.17 9.16 1.01 9.19 9.34 -.15

5.59 5.67 -.13 6.02 5.83
4-.1193 6.99

5.90 -.11

6.82 7.38 .d.56 7.93 7.61 -.62

5.80 5.78 4.02 6.36 5.94 4.42 6.10 6.01 .09
7.26 7.45 -.19 7.69 7.62 4.07 7.42 7.67 4..25

6.75 7.34 -.59 7.26 7.52 -.26 7.65 7.56 .09

C.30 C.I1 4.19 6.71 6.46 4.25 C.74 6.42 4.32

6.47 6.86 -.39 7.26 7.11 415 7.10 7.12 -.02

10.23 9.41 4.82 10.95 9.29 41.66 10.15 9.98 4.67

5.10 5.19 -.09 5.54 5.18 4.16 5.69 5.41 4.28

6.69 6.97 -.2A 7.65 7.20 4.85 7.36 7.22 4.14 )1,

5.59 J 5.54 .05 5.70 5.97 -.27 6.50 -5.89 4.61

EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 001 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.4 Baltimore County

Introduction

During the 1974-75 school year, two parallel activi-

ties had considerable influence on the second year of implement-

ing the Maryland Educational Accountability Act in Baltimore

County. The first of the.two activities, establishing goals and

objectives at the individual school level, was given top priority

and over the course of the school year the energies and resources
of many staff personnel Were committed to the task. The ad-

ministration of4hq state's ,Accountability Assessment Program
or standardize4iteSting program was the second activity requiring

time and attaitttt.

A diCUssion of some of the dimensions of establishing

goals and objeAd4ved at the individual school level and the ad-

ministration of4the assessment program is contained in the fol-

lowing narrative.
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A. Present Status of -the. Accountability Program

The goals and objectives for Bgltimore'County were established during the 1973-74 school year, and have been recorded inthe first Maryland Accountability Program Report, published 'in `1'1973-74.
0

- - In Baltimore County, the activities required by the
establishment of goals and objectives at both the system anal
individual school levels are considered the most important di-
mension of the Maryland Educational AccountabiiityAct. More
'hail standardized test scores and related matters, this dimensionOf the law d6ntains the most potential for the improvement of

*instruction and student learning.

Establishin4 goals and objectives has been an ongoing,p dodos. Activities in this area did not commence with the pas-sage of the Maryland Educational Accountability Act in the springOf 1972. Rather, cou ses and instructional programs developed thrOugh-out the history of t e'school system were established with A purposein mind -- attainmen of general goals and more specific objec-tives. Over.the year , summer and in-school workshops, inserviceAay programs,, curric _development activities, and staff develdpl-ment programs attes to that commitment.

The Maryland Educational Accountability lot has had a
very definite-and potentially positive fluence ofractivities
relatqd to the establishment of goalls and OQ ectives for coursesand programs. Beginning,effoFts'tdlimplemen e law have had an
influence in the following areas. ,First, g -ls and objectives
at the school system and individual schoo levels'have,becoMe
Vess.generalin nature When goals and o jectives ve beenof ed, there is a degree of specificity apparen hat, hereto -ford, had not been evident'. Second, goals and. ettives have.become m9re student-oriented,: The important outcome of a course-.
or a. program is what students' obtAin from their coUrse involve-
ment. The input.variablesand process variAplea/arestill Con-
sidered important, but added importance is. Airected to students'
outcome,, the skills and knowledge /they acquire from partiCi-
pating in a sour se or program. Third, the,formal' evaluation/6f
goals, andobjectWves has been reemphasized. The-evaluativd,,di-'
Mension-of the process of course development, implementation,
and refinement is being emphasized alid required to an extent
not evident in the past.

During the t9-74-75 school ye., , considerable resources
in the way of staff time,.energy ". nies were committed to
the establishment Of goals and objectjAre at the i sidual
school level. 7in Baltimore Coun , were 6 elementary
and ,.26 second schools involv,d in-thid phase:of the accounta-
bility program. -In addition tci the staff of schools involved,

;
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personnel from all levels of the administrative and supervisory
structure, most all of the subject areas, and the Office of
Elementary Education have been involved in this activity to some
degree

As of August 1975,'the goals and objectives in the
areas:of reading, writing, and mathematics. were established, re-
vised if needed, and approved for all 132 schools.

Other curriculum areas also were involved in esta-
blishing goals and objectives or related accountability activi-
ties. These areas include Physical Education, Business Educa-
tion, Guidance,Services, Health Services, and Art Education. A
companion doctment, Narrative Report on School Level Goals and
Objectiyes,' describes in greater detail the activities engaged
in,during the school year.

...
Two elementary schools in Baltimore County, Chapel Hill

and Westowne, are participating in the Maryland Alternative Ac-
countability Pildt Project. e project is a cooperative endeavor
sponsored by the Maryland St-ait Department. of Education* Maryland
State Teachers Association., and the National Education Associa-

j Lion, which focuses accountability activities at the individual
school level., The pilot project is an alternative approach to
the implementation of the Maryland Educational Accountability
"Act,. which de- emphasizes the use of standardized tests and esta-
blishes, as a primary goal, direct and meaningful communications
between the school and the community. In the pilotschools,
goals and objectives axe established in concert with community
groups, and evaluative strategies are planned following agreement
on the school's goals and objectives.

As of SePtembe,1975, the goals and objectives of both
pilot schoolg in Baltimore County had been established. During

the 1975-76 school y dr, accountability activities will focus on

planning and imple nting evaluative strategies.
a

B. Local Assessment Activities

Once goals and objectives have been established,,it is often

assumed that ass'ssment of goals and objectives is ilte next.step in the
evaluative process., However, this is an.assumptiokthat warrants further

consideration. iOne must first ask: Will/the curricUlum-programand the
teaching stratOgies used for its impl-eetation lead to the a talnmept

of the goals 4hd ob)eatives? In the esablishment of the goa s and

to Department of EdUcatio
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objectives at both the school system and individual school levels,
every effii t was made to ensure a direct correspondence between
the curric lum program and the'stated goals and objectives.' There
is, however an element of.uncertainty that:suggests the need for
further veri a,cation.

Verification of the assumption will be studied and con-
sidered during the 1975--76 school year. The Office of Mathematics
has requested individual schools to study one or two of the objec-
tives in mathematics and respond to the questions: Can the pro-
gram accomplish the selected objectiNe?' How can the program
accomplish the selected objective? (Reading teachers at the sec-
ondary school level are being asked to engage in similar activi-
ties. As re ource teachers, they are developing Strategies that
will assist the school in relating programs to goals and objec-
tives. At t e elementary school level, three staff-deveXopment
days ate prog ammed to assist schools in relating their programs
to their goalS and objectives.

During Summer 1975, 'the Office of Guidance Services
developed strategies for the attainment of their goals and
objectives at the elementary school level. The amountiof corres-
pondence between the strategi nd the goals and objectives will
be verified and refined during the 75-76 school year.

'During the 1975-76 school year, we anticipate that a
portion of our efforts, probably the la ger portion, willbe
directed toward checking the amount of rrespondence between pro-
grams and goals and objectives..

Other activities related to asse -ment will also consume
a considerable energies during the school yea . As in the past year,

the many documents generated from the county testing program will
be used at both the system and individual schw61 levels with regard
to appraising the skills areas testedtn addition, the English
Office has been developing a bulletintitled, Helping Teachers
Assess Students' Growth igqgng:lish.,4.4fisection in the bulletin
will illustrate ways in 0.4.ch:=partictitar sample goals can_ be assessed;
another section.will disauss different types of evaluative strategies
and techniques. Three of:the evaluative strategies suggested thus tar
include: (1) encOuragingdepartment chairpersons to develop sugges-
tions for ways in WIOEtItthe local school goals can be assessed;
(2) directing teacherkAo present lessons related to:;writing during
formal obsegVations, thus ',giving supervors ariopPlOtunity to observe
students' atiirity to wri ,,'And (3) examining student composition
folders'

/
and confgfrin.srie teacher's about their. composition program.
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In reference to prepent and future local assessment
needs for accountability of the evaluative 'process, two considera-
tions need to be noted. First, evaluative strategies should be more
inclusive than just pbnc).1-and7paper type tests or standardized
tests. In addition to tests, a variety of evaluative procedures
and/or devices including', but not limited to, team observations,
teacher objections, informal testing, and grades should be incor-
porated in an evaluative strategy. Second, probably no. area needs
more immediate attention than that of training and preparation of
staff for evaluation and assessment, especially as it relates to
accountability and the attainment of goals and objectives. The
bulletin, Helping Teachers Assess Students' Growth in English,
addresses this issue. In addition, inservice courses are being
considered.

C. Comments on Accountability. Assessment Results

The data reported for Baltimore County in this ret:ort
are quite similar to the results that appeared in the first' Mary-
land Accountability Program Report.' Compared with similar cta
of past years, -there are no surprises or substantial differ ces.
However, in comparing the 1974-75 average grade equivalentscores
for Baltimore County with similar scores for the State of,Yaryland
in various real tested by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and the
Cognitive ilities Test at Grades 3, 5, 7 and 9, the average
county sco es exceed the state averages in all areas.

When compared with national gradp equivalents, the aver-
age grade equivalent scores for Baltimore County vary above and
below the national norms. According to the data appearing in the
report, Baltimore County's average grade equivalent score in
Lanauage Total at Grade 3 was six and a half months above the
national, norm; the average Reading Comprehension score for Grade 9,
was four and a half months below the national norm. The other average
grade equivalents for Baltimore County varied between those posi-
i...k.is. tor a secona year, the averaye grace equivalent ccures rut
the lower grades were relatively higher.

H

A number of comments, were prepared for last year's Mary-
land Accountability Program Report that are just as apropos now
For example, it was apked in question fore; Will a better under-
standing of measurement and testing result-lfrom involvement in
the accountability program? Will the reader of the Maryland
Accountability Program Report, for example, realize the differ-
ences between the appraisal of student progress toward specific
goals and objectives and the ranking of schoolhs\on average grade
equivalent measures? Will the reader realize that ranking in-
formation provides an indication or highlights an area measured by

the test that possibly needs further consideration, but that it does
not appraise how well students are progressing toward stated goals

: 8



and objectives? Will the reader realize that the Maryland
Accountability Program Report does not directly assess student
progress toward goals and objectives?

Activities leading to the resolution of these questions
should be begun at all levels -- state, local school system, and

:individual schbol.

D. Program Modification Activities

In the months ahead, the information reported in the.
Maryland Accountability Program Report will be subjected to indepthanalysis. The ranking-type data that appear in the report will be
used to highlight or point out conditions that warrant furtherstudy. Once identified, other test result documents available in
Baltimbre County containing item analysis information will be em-ployed to appraise actual student performance. As in past years,
the information gained from studying the item analysis information,
when appropriate, will be incorporated' into future curricular and
instructional workshops and RtudY committees, and in student re-
view procedures at the individual school level. In addition, se-
lected skills areas at a particular grade level may receive dif-
ferent emphases with regard to time allotment or teaching approach.
A change that has resulted from this process has been the realign-
ment of the responsibility for writing skills at the secondary
school level. Every teacher in a school will be responsible for
the development of writing skills -- not just'the English staff.

Over the years, major program changes or changes in the
balance of program offerings have not beeri made solely on the basis
of test scores in Baltimore County. The information contained ln
the Maryland Accountability Program Report probably will not alter
this position.

Beginning next school year, a new statewide program will
be implemented that will affect the goals and objectives and the
assessItent component of the accountability program. Next Sep-
tember, first graders will be exposed to the metric system, for
example, goals and objectives as well as appr riate assessment
procedures will need to be established before hese stu ents
are tested in Grade 3.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Impripyemen
Programs and Services

Embodied in this narrative are a number of suggestions
for future needs and services. Any listing should inclu e the
following:

a r)
JL ES t)

162
4



The development of comprehensive evaluatiort

strategies;

The development of goals and objectives for the
metric system and related assessment procedures;

The development of training Kograms for teachers
and administrators that focus on the utilization
of better assessment procedures and more compre-
hensive evaluative strategies; and

The development of strategies to increase the
understanding of evaluative information and
data by educators and the public.

What is needed, of cotTae, are the resources to work on these

needs.

The second Maryland Accountability Program Report should

contain a section on the cautions that need to be considered when
interpreting data included in the report.

"C.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE I. SYS.M4 LEVEL COMMUNJ NOW PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

6301622 '
13,998 4.4

. (4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
HALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARSI

-
(51

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.1 ' 12.1

B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
'''SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(81

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

Y.-- (10)
AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

126,145 513,460 123,840 10.0 22.0

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

112)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(131

ATTENDANCE
RATE

36.3 17.9 93.9%

C. fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(141

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

.

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

117)

,ER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

11,144.72 5872.86 75.1% $23.03

6

(18) .

PERCENT EXPENDItURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFLCE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.0% 57.82 0.7%

4 SEE CMAPTbk 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGESCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
ARFAS

.

111

VOCABULARY

IL .

121

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

(31

SPELLING

(1)

CPADF
I

.J

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
FPMmorn
. '
13515

.

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TrCun

I It' ' . 6 .$4% taitt
9d.db

(4)

NumBER OF'
SCHOOLS
rrSTTP

4 AO% 1411
1U5

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
I'ACI

IV;

10.9
7.

16)

STANDARD
DEviaTioN
("1
W

i

15.4,

IT)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
Pr1

J A 4440101744

5.94

181

STANDARD
DEVIATION

I'M
. , .... -.... 40

1.05

5 9748 98.90 106 ,

'---1
27

105,7

104.2

14.82

15.05

5.51

7,31

1.48

1.76
7 9904 97.79

" .
3

Ac.
10381

.c , ,

8545

44;

c15.06

it A2...o.,,'4111L:211r.

98.88

28

c w 041011111146t.i..

105

104.1

105.9

m140.01000,...4,,

15,57
-

15,43

8 87
.,,,,

4.02

1.83
Z., t ,... t4

1.18

5 9748 98.88 106 105.7 14.82 5.65 .1.39

7 9904 97.77 27 104.2 15.05 7.27 1.63

9 10881

b545

. .

fik."Z!At
98.47

.

104.1
..410,,.

US.'
. 15.57

40 461610 4 ..'

8.76

AA00%.
4.51

p'

1 7

1.30

5 9748 98.81 106
.._

105.7 14.82 6.00 1.67

7 9904 97.80 27 104.2 15.05 7.56 1.94

9 10881 96.58 28 104.1 15.57 8.88 2.07

141

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 8545 98.51 105 105.9 15.43 4.31
V

1.24

5 9748 18.)2 106 105.7 14.82 5.88 1.64

7 9904 97.88 27 104.2 15.05 7.46 1.94

9 10881 96.63 28 104.1 15.57 8.82 2.17

15)

PUNCTUATION

3 8545 98.51 105 105.9 15.43 4.46 1.37

5 9748 98.83 106 105.7 14.82 5.97 1.55

7 9904 97.86 c 27 104.2 15.05 7.25 1.97

9 loan ' 96.65 28

%

104.1 15,57 8.56. 2.16

SEE CHAPTER 11, PAGES 46-47, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

EABli 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE. GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

.

SKILL
AREAS

111

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS/

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD/

171

AVERAGE
II° GRADE
EQUIVALENT

SCORES
(GE/

1111

STANDARD
'DEVIATION

1SD/

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 8545 98.48 105 105.9 15.43 4.18 1.35

% 9748 98.79 106 105.7 14.82 5.67 1.62

7 9904 97.79 27 104.2 15.05 7.33 1.96

9 loan 96.60 28 104.1 15.57 851 2.14

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

(0,

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

V

3 8545 98.42 105, 105.9 15.43 4.38 1.16

5 9748 98.77 106 105.7 14.82 5.90 1.42

7 9904 97.68 27 104.2 15.05 7.42 1.71

g

3

lnpg

8545

4,h4

90.03

28

105

inu 1

105.9

c

15.43 4.04

.

.96

5 9748 98.83 106

,

105.7

i

'
14.82 6.17 1.48

7 9904 97.69 27 104.2 15.05 7.87 1.71

9 loaal 96.29 28 104.1 15.57 9.20 1.11

191

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 8545 98.03 105 105.9 i 15.43 3.91 1.02

5 9741 98.82
,

106 105.7 14.82 5.66 1.36

7 9904 97.71 27 104.2 15.05 7.48 1.69

9 losal 96.32 28 104.1 15.57 8.87

t

1101

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 8545 98,01 105 105.9 15.43 4.00 .94

9748 98.82 106 105.7 14.82 5.94 1.34 .

7 9904 97.61 27 104.2 15.05 7.71 1.57 .

/WII A .
10881

.100,4"

46.21

..11PilK"

28

144011444.

104.1

'4110111.111

15.5

.
eg on :.

0

r.,--, -

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES O DATA PROVIDED IN THIS41AILE



BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITHYEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD Ar,E SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE

3

SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

5

105.0

105.7

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

7

47.

103.8

103.8

3.88

105.9

105.7

104.2

104.1

VOCABULARY 5

7

9

5.54

7.34

8.91

3.94

5.51

7.31

8.87

READING

COMPREHENSION

3 3.94 4.02

5 5.61 5.65

7 7.30 7.27

9 8.75 8.76

3

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

5

4,24

5.88

7 7.50

8.72

4.38

5.90

7.42

8.71

rP)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

5.4

9

3.99

5.97

7.78

9.09

4.00

5.94

7.71

9.06' - '

-e(lott .it- itoEssot- 20.444..,

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTR,.:CTIONS
FOP INTERPRETING THIS TAPLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

4
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (ARBUTUS CHURCH LANE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*.

.. SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL. PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- (DUCA- FAMILY
ORCANI ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DECREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ADOVE TAGED MOTHER ($)
SCHOOL NAME II) (2) 13) (4) (5) 16) (7) (8) 19) 110) OA) 112)

ARBUTUS K-6 521 23.7 96.8 20.0 2.0 11.0 21.2 36.4 1.2 11.5 12,080

* ..,BACK RIVER K-6 305 25.7 94.5 11.0 1.0 7.3 19.0 25.0 9.9 10,277

"2410
BALTIMORE HIGHLANDS K-5 683 22.0 94.9 29.0 2.0 9.0 21.8 29.0 4,5 10,1 9544

BATTLE GROVE R-6 675 18.3 94.4 35.0 . 2.0 11.3 19.0 29.7 7.7 10.0 10,106

BEAR CREEK K-6 752 21.5 94.9 33.0 2.0 10..4 34.0 11.4 2.6 11.7 11,153

BEDFORD K-5 454 22.7 92.0 18.0 2.0 11.9 22.5 50.0 1.4 12.3 14,139

BERKSHIRE K-6 560 22.0 96.6 23.5 2.0 8.9 26.3 19.6 1.3 9.9 10,665

CAMPFIELD K-6 485 26.2 95.0 16.5 2.0 9.6 23.9 37.F 0.7 12.4 14,322

CARNEY K-6 460 20.0 97.0 21.0 2.0 11.4 19.5 39.1 4.0 11.5 12,079

CARROLL MANOR K-6 . 602 22.3 97.0 25.0 2.0 12.7 22.0 35.2 4.7 12.4 16,346

CATONSVILLE K-6 617 20.9 95.6 27.5 2.0 9.2 26.1 21-.].- 3.9 '11.4 12,368

1

CEDARMERE K-6 708 21.8 94.7 30.5 2.0 8.7 30.5 26.1 6.7 12.0 11,557

CHADWICK ,IS.-6.,

It4

414 20.7 95.9 18.0 2.0 10.1 18.5 50.0 0.0 12.4 12,110

CHAPEL HILL K-6 421' 17.5 95.9 22.0 2.0 7.2 13.5 29.2 3.7 11.3 I2,05y

CHARLESMONT K-6 577 19.5 95.6 27.5 2.0 8.1 23.5 23.7 6.5 10.9 10,509

CHASE !C/6 661 22.4 95.2 27.5 2.0 10.5 19.7 23.7 9.0 10:8 10,778

CHESAPEAKE TERRACE K-6 268 24.4 94.0 9.0 2.0 13.1 13.0 18.2 1.0 9.8 10,360

0 \

CHUH LANE K-6 661 20.9 91.0 30.0 2.0 9.2 20.0 43.7 2.3 12.3 , 13,410

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (ARBUTUS CHURCH LANE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED4RN SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIR0RL COUNTY
SCHOOL srlotH

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING comPAcHEnsiom LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

sctluOL NAME GRADE
s.'.

AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE MARY-
'LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER...

EIXF
AVEPAGC PARf.. DIFFER... AVCRAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY-

LAND LNcE LAND CNCE LAND
GC NOPM GE NORM GE NORM

DiFFER
ENCE

ARotous 3

5

103.6
107.1

4.00 3.77

5.50 5.75
.23
-.25

3.00 3.04 -.04 4.30 4.22 .08 4.00 3.82

5.70 ,.77 -.07 6.00 6.00 .00 6.40 5.95
.111
.45

BACK RIVER 3 94.4 2.90 3.17 -.27 3.00 3.22 -.22 3.20 3.61 ..41 3.40 3.29 . .11
5 102.9 4.90 5.38 -.40 5.10 5.41 -.51 5.20 5.65 .-.45 5.50 5.62 -p12

0

BALI1m0R; HIGHLANDS 3 102.7 3.80 3.71 .1.04 3.80 3.78 4.02 4.00 4.16 -.16 3.90
7 1,11;5 102.6 5.20 5.35P -.15 5.40 5.38 .02 5.50 5,62 -.12 5.40 ;.;9 5

BATTLE GROVE 3 100.4 3.70 3.56 .14 3.60 3.62 -.02 4.20 4.01 .19 3.70 3.64 .06
5 98.8 4.90 5.01 ....II 5.00 5.06 -.06 5.30 5.30 4.00 5 5.29 .01

,

BEAR CHEEK 3 103.4 3.70 3.75 -.05 3.8O 3.83' -.03 4.40 4.21 .19 4.00. 3.81 t.19

5 105.4 5.20 5.60 -.40 5.30 5.62 -.32 5.40 5.86 .04 5.70 5.82 -.12

BEDFORD 3 111.5 4.20 4.28 -.06 4.40 4.37 .03 4.60- 4.75' -.15 4.10 4.28 -.18

5 113.7 6.20 6.33 -.13 6.30 6.32 -.02 6.70 6.55 .15 6.30 6.48 .18

BERKSHIRE 3 103.7 3.50 3.77 -.27 3.60 3.85 -.25 4.00 4.23 -.23 3.50 3.83 -.33

5 107.1 5.10 5.75 -.65 5.30 5.77 -.47 5.60 6.00 -.40 5.60 5.95 -.35

CAMPFIELD 3 106.2 3.90 3.93 -.03 3.80 4.01 ..21 4.10 4.59 -..29 3.70 3.97 -.27

5 102.2 5.10 5.31 -.21 5.40 5.35 .05 5.60 5.59 .01 5.60 5.56 .04

CARNEY 3 105.6 4.10 3.90 q.20 4.10 1.97 .11 4.60 . 4.35 .25 4.30 3.94 4.36

5 106.5 ip60 5.04 ...09 5.70 5.71 -.01 6.00 5.95 .05 6.20 5.90 .30

CARROLL MANOR 3 113.9 4.40 4.43 -.03 4.60 4.53 .07 5.10 4.91 .19 4.50 4.42 .08
5 108.0 6.00 5463 .17 6.20 5.04 .36 6.40 6.07 .33 6.60 6.02 .58

CATONSVILLE. 3 106.0 4.10 3.92 .18 ' _11.4o 4.00 .40 4.50 4.35 .12 4.00 3.96 ':04
5 104.9 5.60 5.55 4.05 °5.94. 5.58 .32 5.90 5.81 .09 6.10 5.76 4.32

CL0ARmERE 3 1046 4.10 3.77 .33 4.20 3.64 4.36 4.40 4.22 4.18 3.90 3.82 4.00
5 108.3 5.40 5.85 -,45 5.70 5.07 -.17 5.80 6.10 -.30 6.00 6.05 -.05

CHADwieK 3 112.2 4.10 4.32 4.10 4.42 -.32 4.90 4.79 .11 '4.50 4.32 .18
5 105.7 5.70 5.62 . .00 5.70 5..65 .05 5.60 5.80 -.28 6.00 5.84 4.16

ChAPEL HILL 3 103.8 4.20 3.78 .42 4.30 3.65 .45 4.60 4.23 .37 4.30 3.83 .47
5 106.3 5.00 5.68 -.60 5.40 5.70 -.30 5.50 5.93 .-.43 5.90 5.89 .01

CHAR4SMONT 3 ,16.4 3.40 3.30 .10 3.50 3.36 .14 3.70 3.74 -.04 3.60 3.40 .20
5 98.2 4.80 4.96 4.90 5.01 -.11 4.40 5.2S ...35 5.10 5.24 4.14

CHASE 3 98.9 3.30 3.46 -.16 3.20 3.52 -.32 3.50 3.91 -.41 3.40 3.55 1 -.15
5 99.8 4.60 5.10 -.50 4.90 5.15 ...25 5.20 5.39 ..19 5.40 5.37 .03

CHESAPEAKE TERRAC 3 104.2 3.70 3.41 +.11 3.80 3.80 .08 4.60 4.26 .34 3.70 3.86 -.16

5 108.9 5.80 5.46 .34 5.70 5.49 4.21 5.70 5.73 -.03 5.70 5.70 4.00

CHURCH LANE 3 114.4 4.40 4.46 4.50 4.56 -.06 5.00 4.94 .06 4.50 4.45 .05
5 108.7 5.60 5.09 -.29' 5.90 5.90 .00 6.10 6.13 03 6.40 6.08 .32

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLAMAT1ON OF ASTERISK 16) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AHD

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAILE.

(t'4 0
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (COCKEYSVILLE GLENMAR)

TABLE 3. 'SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

*

V.
SCHOOL me CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT`--
PERCENT MEDIAN DIAN

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE
ORGANI-

SCHOOL
ENROLL-

PUPIL/
STAFF

DAILY
ATTEN

TOTAL NO, EXPERIENCE MASTER'S
ftEGREE

DISAD-
VAN-

EDUCA-
TION OF

AMILY
!KOHL

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 111SCHOOL NAME (1) (21 131 (41 151 161 171 181 (91 1101 (111 1121

COCKEYSVILLE K-6 453 19.7 96.5 21.0 2.0 11.6 18.5 26.1 6.2 12.1 13,300

COLGATE K-6 389 19.8 96,1 17.6 2.0 7.4 19.0 33.7 4.1 9.9 10,729

CROMWELL VALLEY/ K-6 463 21.0 96.6 20.0 2.0 14.0 18.1 50.0 1.1 12.6 17,746
1

DEEP CREEK K-6 381 21.2 94.5 16.0 2.0 6.3 18.0 38.9 4.1 11.2 9957

DEER PARK K-5 638 23.3 94.2 26.4 1.0 8.8 19.0 51.1 3.6 12.2 13,562

DUNDALK K-6 894 21.5 95.3 39.5 2.0 11.0 24.0 28.9 10.2 10.8 9719

EASTWOOD K-6 275 17.4 95.2 14.0 1.8 7.1 23.2 30.4, \ 6.9 9.6 , 10,687

EDGEMERE K-6 657 19.6 95.4 31.5 2.0 10.2 22.5 29.9 6.9 10.1 10,775

EDMONSON HEIGHTS K-6 803 21.2 96.3 35.8 2.0 11.0 23.0 47.6 3.4 12.1 11,818

ELMWOOD K-6 758 22.3 95.3 32.0 2.0 \,...10.4 N.S4.1 38.2 6.1 11.0 10,705

ESSEX K-6 633 18.9 95.9 31.5 2.0 12.1 19.5 10.1 11,232

FEATHERBED LANE K-6 548 20.4 96.3 24.8 2.0 10.6 29.3 36.6 4.4 12.2 12,385

f/
FIFTH DISTRICT

a

K-6 367 19.5 97.2 17.9 1.0 12.6 16.0 29.2 9.5

/
11.8 ).1,309

FORT GARRISON K-6 430 21.3 88.2 18.2 2.0 7.1 19.3 44.5 2.3 12.4 24,509

FORT HOWARD X,6 144 16.9 94.7 7.5 ' 1.0 9.9 17.0 17.6 21.3 9.4 10,309
r

FRANKLIN 1-6 752 20.9 96,7 34.0 2.0 12.2, 21.5 36.1 5.9 12.1 11,752

FULLERTON

c

K-6 646 22.3 96.1 27.0 2.0 8.6 22.3 27.6 3.0 11.1 11,690

GI.ENMAR K-6 611 17.7 95.2 32.5 '2.Q 9.9 31%5. 15.9 1.8 10.2 10,195

. '
deSEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS CABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (COCKEYSVILLE GLENMAR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE FQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CiBALTIMORE OunTY
SCHOOL 5751LM

SRILL.ARLAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCH05. NAME. GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

HART-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
EhCF

AVERAGE

GE

HART-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
(NEC

GE

MART-,

LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
(NEE

COCKLYSVILLL 3 105.5 3.90 3.59 4.81 4.00 3.97 4.03 4.10 4,35 -.25 3.80 3,93 -.13

5 100.0 5.40 5,90 -.50 5.80 5.91 -.11 5.90 6.14 -.24 5.90 6,09 -.19

COLGATE 3 101.8 3.60 3.65 -.05 3.50 . 3.72 -.22 3.70 4.10 -.40 3.30 3.72 -.42

5 101.6 4.40 5.26 -.86 5.10 5.30 -.20 '5.40 5,54 -.14 5.20 5.51 -.31

CROMWELL VALLEY 3 115.0 4.60 4,50 4.10 4.80 4.60 .20 5.20 4.96 4,22 4,70 4.45 4.22

5 113.7 6.40 6.33 ..07 6.40 6.32 4.06 6.50 6.55 -.05 6.60 6.46 4.12

a

DEEP CREEK 3 103.6 3.60 3,77 -.17 3.80 3.04 -.04 3.80 4.22 -.42 3.60 3.82 -.22 ,

5 101.6 4.70 5.26 -.56 4,90 5.30 -.40 5.10 5.54 -,44 5.40 5.51 -.11

DEER HARK 3 103.0 4.00 3.73 4.27 4.00 3.00 4.20 4.50 4.18 4.32 3.90 3.79 4.11

5 108.0 5.90 5.83 4.07 5.90 5.84 4.06 6.10 6.07 4.03 6.00 6.02 -.02

DUNbALK 3 102,1 3.20 3,67 -.47 3.60 3,74 -.14 4.90 4.12 -.12 3.70

S 102.7 5.00 5,36 -.36 5.30 5.39 -.09 6.20 5,63 4.57 5.60 5.60 4.20

EASMION) 5 107.2 3.60 4.00 -.40 3.50 4.08 -.55 3.70 4.46 -.76 3.50 4,03 -.23

5 101.2 4.90 5.23 -.33 5.10 5.27 -.17 5.00 5.50 -.50 5.40 5.45 -.08

.

Ak EDGEMERE 3 97,9
5 101.8

3.50
5.10

3.40
5.20

4,10
-.10

3.60
5.40

3.46
5.3?

4.14
4.08

4.10
5.60

3.84
5,55

.26
4405

3.60 3.49
5,53

4.11
4.27

EDmoN5ON HEIGHTS 3 106.8 4.10 3,97 4.11 4.20 4.05 4.15 4.70 4,43 4.27 4.10 4.01 4.09

5 100.5 5.90 5.87 4.03 6.10 5.00 4.22 6.40 6.11 4,24 6.40 6.06 4,34

EL44.400ff 3 105.2 3.80 3.67 -.07 ' 3.90 3.95 -.05 4.60 4.27 3.90 3.91 -.01

5 99.9 5.10 5.11 -.01 5.10 5.16 -.06 5.50
r33
.40 4el0 5.70 5.36 4,32

ESSEX 5 102,9 5.20 5.38 -.18 5.30 5.41 -;11 5.40 15.65 '-.25 5.40 5.62 -.22

M4111010E0 LAE 3 103.7 3.80 3.77 4.0' 4.00 3.05 4.15 4.40 5.23 *41 3.70 3.63 -.13

5 104.7 5.40 5.54 -.14 5.60 5.56 4.04 6.10 5.80 4.30 5.90 5.76 4.14

/

FIFTH DISTRICT 3 107.0 3.90 3.99 -.09 1.70 4.07 -.37 4.00 4.4 -.45 4,00 4.02 -.02

5 113.4 5.90 6.30 -.40 6.00 6.30 -.30 6.10 6.52 -.42 6.50 6.45 .05

PORT GARRISON 3 112.9. 4.50 4.37 ..13 4.50 4.46 4.04 - 4.00 4.04. -.04 4.40 4.56 4.04

5 110;S: 6.50 6;05 4.45 6.40 6.05 .35 7.00 6.28 4.72 6.90 6.22 4.68

FORT HOWARD 3 103.9 3.30 3.79 -.4n ,3.50 3.06 -.36 4.50 4,24 4.26 3.70 3.64 -.14

5 96.7 4.50 4.83 -.33 4.80 4.09 -.09 4.90 5.13 -.23 5.40 5412 4.28

FRANKLIN

FULLEaion

,.

7

GLENMAN

3

5

' 3
5

3

5

102,4
103.3

107.0
104.6

99.5
100.7

3.80
5.30

4,20
5.50

3.40
5.20

3.69
5.41

3.99

5.53

3,50
5.16

4.11
-.11

4.21 .

-.01

-.10
4.02

3.80
5.40

4.30
5.40

3.30
5.20

3.76
5.44

4.07
5.55

3.56
5.22

.4.04

-.04

4.23
-.15

-.26
-.02

4.80
5.60

4.40
5.50

.

1.70
5.30

1
4.14
5.66

4.45
5.79

3,95
5.46

-.14
-.05

-.05
. -.29

-.25
-.16

3.60
5.60

4.10
5.50

3.40
5.60

ib

5,65

4.02
5.75

3.56
5.44-

::r5

tliV
4.4145

-.25

-.18
4,16

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FOR nrFINITIoN OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRucTIoNs FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (GRANGE - LUTHERVILLE)

a

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL .-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFfLE$

SCHOOL AGL CHILDREN

TOTAL
PERCENT
AVERAGE AVERAGE YEAR'S STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S' DI4414)- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- JION OF INCOML

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (SI
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (31 (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

P

GRANGE K-6 554 21.3 95.5 24.0 2.0 6.2 22.5 23.1 3.1 '11.3 11,487

GRAY MANOR K-6 516 18.4 96.1 26.0 2.0 10.7 11.0 25.0 1.9 10.1 10,963

GUNPOWDER K-6 498 22.6 97.1 20.0 2.0 1113 17.8 45.5 3.5 11.7 12,849

i

HALETHORPE . K-6 203 23.9' 95.0 6.5 2.0 8.0 15.5 23.5 4.1 11.4 11,879

HAMPTtN K-6 427 21.3 97.6 18.0 2.0 10.9 31.0 40.0 0.1 .2.7 18,805

HARFORD HILLS K-6 559 19.6 97.0 25.5 3.0 9.2 16.7 42.1 2.7 12..1 12,546

HAWTHORNE K-6 821 21.9 95.2 35.5 2.0 10.5 21.7 24.0 . 5.2 11.4 10,339

(

HEDDVILLE K-6 533 22.2 94.2 22.0 2.0 14.1 15.3 41.7 2.0 12.3 12,713

HERNWOOD K-5 351 22.8 93.9 .13.4 2.0 10.2 17.0 42.2 ,10.6 12.1 13,979

HILLAEST K-6 496 20.4 96.4' 23.3 1.0 8.8 24.7 34.1 4.1 12.3- 13 62

HILLENDALE K-6 800 22.8 96.1 33.1 2.0 9.9 33.3 27.9 4.6 12..3 1.1,808,

INVERNESS 4-6 636 20.1 94.8 29.7 2.0 9.4 27.5 36.9 3.8 11.2 10,628

JOHNNYCAKE K-6 527 18.5 96.6 26.5 2.0 11.3 21.3- 31.6 2.7 12.1 13,058

KINGSVILLE ' K-6 602 21.4 97.1 26.1 2.0 15.8 17.5 28.2 2.6 12.2 13,003

. .

LANSDOWNE K-5 454 22.7 95.2. 18.0 2.0 10.8 13.8 50.0 5.6 9.9 10,103-

LOCH RAVEN K-6 741 20.5, 96.3 34.4 1.8 9.3 28.0 33.7 2.9 12.1 11,409

A

LOGAN K73 588 19.5 ;5.6 28.1 2.0 8.2 22.3 23.3 1 5.6 10.7 10,705

LUTHERVILLE K-6 580 20.6 97.6 26.1 ' 2.0 10.8 33.5 41.3 2.0 12.6 15,227

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE "COUNTY (GRANGE LUTHERVILLE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHpag AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVEKAGE STANDAp AGE SCORES*

BALTWORL COUNTY
SCHOOL SylEm

SCHOOL NAmt

- SKILL AREAS
.s $ *

VOCABULARY READING CompREWNSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
:,

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MART- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY-' DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND -" EvCF LAW ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM . GE NORM

GRANGE.

GRAY MANOR

GUNPO4DER

HALETHORPE

HAMPTON

HARFORD HILLS

.

AM/THORNE.

HEEIEWILI.E

FILIR4.00D

HILLCREST

HILLENIOALE

INVERNESS

JOHNNYCAKE '

KINGSvILLE

LANsDOWNI.

LOCH HAVEN

LOGAN

LUTHERVILLE

3 107,8 3.70 ...kilo',
5 106.5 5.30 5.60

3 103.6 3.40 3.77
5 400.9 4.900 5.20

3 108.6 4.40 4.09
5' 104.3 5.50 5.50

3 97.2 2.70 3:35
5 105.9 5.10 , 5.64

3 116.9 4.50 4.62
5 10E60 6.50 5.83

3, 110.7 u 4.10 4.22
5 107.4 t 5.80 5.77

,

3 90.94 3.40 / 3.46
5 103.2 4.50 5:40

. _

3 106.5 3.90 3.95
5 108.4 5.30 5.86

3 104,5 4.10 3.83
5 113.2 6.40 6.29

3 103.4 4.30 3,75.
5 1116.4 6.30 5.85

3 106.2 4.10 3.93
5 105.9 5.60 5.64

5100.7 5.10 5.18

3 108;9 4,,40 4, 1

5 1U6.6 6.20 5, 2

3 105.4 4.10 3.08
5 107.5 5.60 5.78

o

3 105.4 3.00 3.80
5 98.9 4.80 5.02

3 109.6 4.20 - 4.15
5 109.2 5.90 5.93

3 101.8 3.50 3.65

3 114.6 4.70 4.48
5 111.9 6.30 b.17

-.34
-.34

(137
-.30

.31

.00

-.65
-.54

-.12
.67

,-.12
.03

-.06
-.90

-4.09

-.56

4.27
.11

k .55
4.44

.17
-.04

-.08

4.29
.48

.22
-.18

-.08
-.22

4.05
-.03

-.15

.22
4.13

TERMS,SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF

3.80 4.12 -.32 3.40 4.50 -.60 3.80 4.06 -.26
5.50 5.71 -.11 5.70 5.95 -.25 6.20 5.90 ,30

Is

3.60 3.84 -.24 4.00 4.22 -.22 3.80 3.82 -.02
4.90 5.24 -.34 5.00 5.48 -.48 5.40 5.46 -.06

4.50 4.18 .32 4.80 4.55' .25 4.40 4.11 .29
' 5.60

b
5.53 .07 5.110 5.76 .04 5.90 5.73 .17

3.00 3.41 -.41 30,0 3.80 -.70 3.140 3.45 -.05
5,80 5.66 .14 5.90' 5.90 4400 5.80 5.85 -.05

4.50 4.73 -.23 4.40 5.10 , -.20 4.40 4.59 -.19
6.50 5.84 .66 6.30 6.07 .23 6.50 6.02 .48

4.30 4.32 -.02 . 4.60 4.69 -.$09 4.30 4.23 .07
5.80 5.79 .01 6.10 6.0 .011 6.00 5.97 .03

.

3.60 '3.52 .06 3.40 3.91 -.01 3.60 3.55 .05
5.00 5.44' ..44 5.40 5.67 -.27 5.70 5.64 ,06

4.10 4.03 +.07 4.20 4.44 -.21 4.10 3.99 .11

....----,.

5.60 5.08 -.28 5.70 6.11 -.41 5.90 6.05 -.15

4,20 3.90 .30 4.40 4.28 .12 4.!ifs 3.87
6.30 6.28 .02 6.70 6.51 .19 6. 6.44

i

4.40 3.83 .57 4.80 4.21 .59 4.00 3.81
6.00 5.80 .12 5.40 6.11 .29 .6.30 . 6.05

.23

.46

.19

.25
*

4.10 '4.01 .04 4.70 4.39 4.31 3.90 3.97 -.07
5.60 5.66 -.06 5.80 5.90 -.10 6.00 5.85 .15

ek 5.22 -.12 5.50 5.46 .04 5.40 5.44 -.04

4.40 4.20 4.20 4.80 4.57 ..23 4.30 4.13 2 .17
6.10 5.74 .36 6.70 5.97 4.73 6.40 5.93 .4r
4.10 3.96 .14 , 4.40 4.34 .06 4.10 3.92 .18'
5.80 5.80 .00 5.70 6.03 -.33 5.60 5.98 -.38

3.60 3.96 -.36 400 4.34 -.24 4.00 3.92 .08
4.90 5.07 -.17 5.00 5.31 -.31 5.20 5.30 -.10

4.30 4.24 .06 4.90 4.62 .28 -4.20 4.14 .03
6.00 5.94 .06 6.20 6.17 +.03 6.20 6.12 .08

3.60 3.72 -.12 0.70 4.10 -.40 3.70 3.72 -.02

5.00 4.58 .42 5.30 4.95 .35 4.70 4.46 .24
6.40 6.17 .23 6.70 6.40 .30 6.60 6.33 .27

EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (+) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCEZ, SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE,COUNTY (MAIDENCHOICE PINEWOOD)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

4

0

. ;

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGAN)-
ZA1ION

(1)

-

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
. (3)

PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY
ATTEN-
DANCE
(4)

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD,-
VAN-,
TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
9,,,14-

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
(S)
(12)

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN. TEACHER
(6Y (7)

ADMIN.
(0)

MAIDEN CHOICE K-6 617 19.9 95.2 29.0 2.0 6.1 24.0 22.6 3.6 10.6 10,579

MARS ESTATES K-6 625 22.7 95.9 24.5 3.0 9.0 19.0
1,

32.7 3.7 11.1 9643:

MARTIN BOULEVARD K-6 . 461 21.9 95.0 19.0 '. 2.0 10.6 /I/21.5 19.0 7.0 10.7 ."10,107

/ ,I,
iv

/
mccnilmIck K-6 651 22.0 47.2 627.6 2.0 ./6.3 19.5 33.8 3.4 11.8 11,328

MERRITT: POINT 4-6 454 21.0. ''' 11.4 13.5 21.7 .7 10.r- 10,705

MIDDLE OROUGH K-6 556 19.5 94.9 26.5/ 2.0 9:6 23.7 21" 7.7 10.5 9162

. %

MIDDLESEX K-6 733 19.5 94.9 .05.5 2.0 9.3 30.3, 25.3 6.3 10.4 9592

MILBROOK K-5 432 19.6 91.5 20.0 2.0 7.4 14.5 40.9 2.1 12.1 13,273

'

NORWOOD K-6 606 20.2 9541 28.0. 2.0 4: 8.8 20.0 16.7 1.8 9.9 11,581

010

OAKLEIGH K-6 677 18.9 .195.5 33.9 2,b 13,0 39.5 33.1 6.7 11.8 11,033

OREMS' K-6 418 21.3 95.8 17,6 2.0 8.7 22.3 30,6 5.0 11.2 10,231

OWINGS MILLS K-6 857 25.2 95.5 32.0 2.0 9.1 19.5 35.3 1.4 11.5 11,500

.1.'

PADONIA K-6 576 20.8 95,50 25.8 2.0 12.1 22.0 36.0 2.0 12.6 14006

O'

PARKVILLE K -6 735 22.6 96.0 30.5 2.0 12.7 27.3 33.8 5.0 11.8 11.629

PATAPSCO NECK K -6 333 17.5 94.9 17.0 2.0 10.7 14.5 31.6 3.2 10.2 11,516

PERRY HALL K -6 731 20.9 96.9 33.0 2.Q 12.7 22.5 25.7 3.5 11.7 12,942

PINE GROVE K-6 608 20.3 96.5 28.0 2.0 9.3 16.5 26.7 3.3 12.2 13,865

PINEWOOD I('-6 370 16.1 97.3 20.9 2.0 6.8 29.0 21.6 2.9 12.6 18,142

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCE OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (MAIDEN CHOICE PINEWOOD)

t

'ABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILlerAREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIMORE COUNTY
SCHOOL SISILM

SCHOOL NAME

I SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL PAT MATICAL TOTAL
. .

. - .

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- 01 FFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-4 DIFFER- AVERAGE Iii=- 2,I4FcFEER.-

NORM
LAND ENCE
NORM

LAND ENCE . LAND ENCE
SAS GE .GE NORM GEGE NORM

40;7

MAIDEN CHOICE 3 106.8 3.90 3.07
5 107.2 5.30 5.76

MARS ESTATES 3 102.6 3.40 1.70
5 A01.5 4.50 5.25

MARTIN BOULEVARD 3 99.6 3.40 3.51
5 90.3 4.90 4.97

MCCORMICK 3 10 9 4.100 3.85
5 10 .9

)4
5.60 5.73

MERRITT POINT 5 101.4 5.10 5.24

IMIDOLLOOFOUGH 3
5

103.2
99.1

3170
1490

3.74
5.04

MIDDLESEX 3

5
.104.3
98.6

3.70
4.80

3.01
5.00

-

4.43LpRoOK 3 104.0 3.90 S3.801

5 106.0 5.50 5.68

NORI.OtO 3' 109.8 4.00 4.17
5 111.6 5.40 6.14

OAKLEIGH 3 108.5 4.00 4.00
5 107.6 5.50 5.79

OkEMS 3 102.3 3.20 3.68
5 103.5 5.00 5.43

OWINGS MILLS 3 103.0 4030 3.70

5 104.7 5.40 5.54

PADONIA 3 104.7 4.00 3.04
5 106.1 5:70 5.66

PARKVILLE 3 106.1 4.10 3.93

5 105.6 5.50 5.61

PATAPSCU NECK 3 100.5 3.70 3.59
5 103.2 5.60 5.40

PERRY HALL 3 100.1 4.00 4.06
5 110.7 5.90 6.07

PINE GROVE 3 108.8 4.20 4.10
5 109.1 6.00 5.92

PINEWOOD 3 115.2 4.40 0.51

'5 106.7 6.10 5.71

-,07
-.46

4.00
5.60 ,

4.05
5.77

-.05
-.17

-.30 3.50 3.77 -.27
-.75 i 4.90 5.29 -.39

-.11 3.40 3.57 -.17
-.07 5.00 5.02 -.02

.25 4.10 3.93 .174
1 -.13 5.70 5.75 -.05

-.14 5.40 5.20 .12,

-.04 3.90 3.01 .00
46.14 5.10 5.09 .01

''''. -.II 3.70 3.09 -.19
-.20 5.10 . 5.0'i

4.06 '' 3.90 3.92 -.02
-.15 5.60 5.67 -.07

-.17- 1.90 4.26 -.36
-.74 5.50 6.15 -.35

IS

-.011 4.10 4.17 -.07
-.29 5.60 5.01 -.21

...411 3.50 3.75 -.25
-..41 5.30 5.46

.22 4.00 3.05 .15
-.14 5.40 5.56 -.16

.16 3.90 3.91 -.01

.04 5.90 5.60 .22

.17 4.20 4.01 .19
-.11 5.60 5.64 -.04

.11 3.70 3.65 .05

.20 5.70 5.44 .26

-.06 4.10 4.14 -.04
-.17 6:00 6.07 -.07

.10 4.40 .21

.00 6.00 4,93 .07

4.50 4.62 -.12
.39 5.90 5.73 .17

0
0

3.904.43 -.034.40 4.01 .-.11

5.90 6.01 .-.II 6.10 5.96 .14

3.70 -4.15 -.45
5.20 5.53 -.33

3.80 3.76
5.10 5.50

.04

3.80 3.96 -.16 3.60 3.59 .01
5.10 5.26 -.16 5.40 5.25 .I§

4.60
6.10

4.31 +.29 4.20 3.90
5.98 .12 6.00 5.93

.30
'07

5.90 5.52 .38 5:70 5.50 .20

4.20 4.19 .01 3.90 3.88 .10
5.20 5.33 -.13 5.30 5.31 -.01

-.17 3.00 3.86 -.064.10
5.40 5,27 .13

4.27

3.89

5.30 5.29 _..01

4.004.50 .20
5.06

.11
Z.'11:11 4.19 6.00 .116.10

4.10 , 4.03 -.33 400 4.18 -.18
, 6.20 6.37 -.17 6.30 6.31 -.01

4
4.40 4.55 -.15 4.10 4.10 4.00
6.60 6.04 -.14 6.00 5.99 .01

3.70 4.13 3.60 3.75 -.15
5.40 5.70 -.30 1 5.50. 5.66 -.16

4'40 4.23 .14 3.60 3.53 -.23
5.90 5.80 .10 5.50 5,76 -.26

4.20 4.29 -.09 3.80 3.88
6.10 5.91 .19 5.00 5.87 -.07

4.50 4.39 .11 4.10 3.97 .13
5.60 5.87 -.27 5.90 5.83 .07

3.70
6'00

4.04 -.34 3.60 3.66 1..06

5.67 .33 6.10 5.64 .46

4.30 4.52 -.22 4.10
46.00 6.30 6.30 6:2: ::g:

5.10 4.57 .183 4.40 4.12 .28
6.20 6.16 .04 5.90 6.11 -.21

4.80 4.94 -.19 4.40 4.49 -.09
6.10 5.96 '4.14 6.10 5.92 .10

ti
SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK OP) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDR INTERPRETING THE "D4FFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (PLEASANT PLAINS SEVENTH DISTRICT)

TALE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL R441i1URCEPROPILEt
-

$

+0

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
2ATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MEAT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
13/

....
PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY
ATTEN-
DANCE
(41

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE' a

PERCENT
STAFF
MASTER'S
DEGREE

OR ABOVE
19/

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-t

TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN.
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
1111

MEDIAN
FAMILY-
INCOME
IS/
112/

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
17/

DIN.(.---

PLEASANT PLAINS, K -6 620 18.5 97.4 _30:5. 3.0 8.9 24.7- 44.8 3.0 12.3

POT SPRING. K-6 608 , 20.6 96.8 27.5 2.0 9.9 27.5 16:9 .1.6 12.6

POWATAN 457 22.9 '96.6 18.0 2.0 7.7 23.5 30.0. 5.1 12.3

PRETTY JOY K-6 3e7 22.2, 95.5 '15.5 1+0 16.3 18.8 24.2 2.9 10.0

RANDALLSTOWN K-6 635 21.9 93.3.- 27.0 2.0 10.7 18.7 A3.1 5.1> 12.3

RED HOUSE RUN K-6 7391 2307 - 2.b 9.0 20.0 22.7 2.5 11.3*
oe.

o'
REISTERSTOWN K-6 -761 25.4 96.0 28.0. 2.0 10:1 22.0 36.7 5.0 12.3.

RELAY K-6 .362 20.7 95.1 15.5 2.0 II% 17..5 20.0 8.9 12.0

kIDERWOOD K-6 . 541 20.0: 97.13 25:0 2.0
a

9.3 .24.5 33.3,

. '..

1.0 12.8

A' A'.

RIVERVIEW K-5 0 791 22.6 95.4 ' 33.0 2.0 113.13 25.7 7.9 10.3.8.4
.

RODGERS FORGE K-b 7915 29.3 96.7 32.2 2.0 11.4 21.5 31.6 I. 12.7

AOSEDALE K-6 781' 21.2 0.9 34.9 2,4 .9.1 113.0 29.5 3.4 10.1

RUXTON. K -6 364 113.9 97,4 , 17:2 12.0' 23.5 44.8 4.6 12.9

SANDALWOOD K-6 655 21.13 95.9 28.0 .2.06 6.1 13.2 .23.3 4.0 11.6

4 SANDV PLAINS K -6 * 728 22.4 44.4 90.5 2,0 4.9 20.7 16.9 3.7 11.2

,

SCOTTS BRANCH K-6 590' 20.0 92.4 28.5 1.0 9.4 26.0 27.1 4.4 12.2

SENECA K.-64 553 22.1 96.5 23.0 2.0 8.0 30.5 24.0 2.1 1117

SEVENTH DISTRICT K-6 444 20.7 95.8 18.5 3.0 . 15.6 '22.0 48.8 8.3 10.4

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FORDEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

12,821

16.598

10,342

13.977

12,179

12,182,

.L2, 104.

19,259

9646

14.053

.11.701

20.544

10,134

10162

12.907

11.304

10.228

4
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 4PLEASANT J)LAINS - SEVENTH ittSTRICT)
A -"

TABLE. 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCH-OOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCQRtS, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORESt

BALIIHOHL COUNTY o,

SCHOOL SYSILm ego
4

SKILL ARLAS

4,0!

.1.
-!

VOCAAULARy LANGUAGE 11/1J(L MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
' REAUING CoWRLHENSION

SCH0OL.NAmE , GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- 5IFFI-R- Avnitg MA07.. OIFFFA.. AVID/46E 1.1t4{.(.k13IFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

4

PLEASANT PLAINS'.

,

3
b

SAS

a

105.3
112.5

.

POT SPRING . 3 113.4
50 108.7

POwNATAN le 100.0
D 101.2

.

PKETTy BOY 3 10b.3
5 10$05

RANUALL5101 . 3

5

.110,5
106.6

RLO HOUSE RUN," 3 110.4
5 108.8

RLI5TLR510wri 3 100.3
5 ,106.1

°RELAY , 3 108.0
5 110.2

R10E13000
0

5 120.5
50 112.3

R1VERv1Ew 3 100.5
5 102.2

RODGERS FORGE 3 111.5
5 10.5

IJ*EDALE 3 102.7
5 102.0

(RAT0N 3 113.3
5 110.5

SANGALw000 3

5
105.1
105.5

SANDY PLAINS 3 99.5

SCOTTS, BRANCH 3 110,1
5 106.0

SENECA 3 104.5
5 104.1

SEVENTH DISTRICT 3 97.4
5 90.9

° GE NORM GE $ NORM . 9E L KM E"Ce GE NORM
LAND EI:ICE

. /
1AND Litt LAND LACE

. .S.,,,

9,03 ..3:A. 4.40 4.15. 4.25 4.70 4.55 .17 4.30 4.04
6.55

.214.40
6.50. . 6.22 4..20 6.70 .326.22 4.45 6.70 6.45' 4.25 6.70

o .-
a

6.g
4.50 4.40° 4.40 4,110 4.57 4.43 4.60 .21
u.30 :t.09 #.4). 6.30 'bii :::(01 ::4 6.13' 4..37 6.70 .62

.

0. a
03.40 3.54 .4 3.50 .. 3.60 -.10 3..40 3.90 -008 3.40 3.61 -.21

.7b.00 "5.23 -.23 5.30 5 .03 5.60 b.50 4.10 5.60 5.48 .12

6

-00 4,10 , 3.95 .15 4.20 4.33 -.13 4.00
::::

.05
4.t.' ...23 , 5.50 5.66 0 5.594 6.10 .21 . 6430 .45

406

3.80 3-.140

5.40 5.63

4.30 '4.21
5.00 5,70

4.20 4.21
5.70 5.90

4.00 44.07
b.70 5.66

4.00 . 4.05
5.50 6,02

4.30 4.23
6.40 6,21

3.50 3.57
4.90 5(31

4.30 4.26
6.20 6.14

.

3.6,0 1,71
5.20 5.30

4.10 ' 4.39
6.00 6.07

4,20 4.06
5,10 5.39

3.30 3.50

4.00 4.19
'5.60 5.65

3.70 3.54
5.00 5.45

3.60 5.37
5.30 5.02

o

6.50
t.04 4.30 044040

6.00 5. +,:get

4.40 4.68 .22 4.30 4.22 .05
.10 5.96 4.54 6.30 5.91 4.39

'
0 0

, -.Of 4.40 4.30 310 4,70 4.67 .05 4.30 4.21 .09
-.20 5.80 b.9f -.11 6.10 6.14 -.04 6.50 6.09 .41

-,07 4.20 4.15 4.05 4.70 4.53 .17 4.20 4.09 .01
.04 , 5.90 .5.68 .22 6.40 5.91 4.49 6.20 5.57 .33

-.09 4.10 4.13 -.03 4.70 4.51 .19 4.20 4.05 4.12

-.52 5.60 6.03 -.41, 6.10 6:26 -.16 5.90 .6.20 -.30

.07 4/50 4.32 .10 4.60 4.70 -.10 4.30 4.24 4.06(
4:19 t,.50 6.21 .29 6.50 6.43 .07 6.50 6.36 -*.44.

-014 3,70 3.63 '4.07 4.30 ° 4.02 .20 3.70 3.64 .06
...41 ' 5.30 5.56 .145.35 -.09 5.t0 5.59 4.01 5.70
0

4.364,40 4.04 4.80 07 4.40 4.27 .13
::0046 6.30 6.14 .14 6.30 .204.16 6.50

4.73
6.50

-.11 -.073.70 3.70 -.00 3.90

6.36

-.26 3.70 3.77
5.593 #.16-.10 5.30 5.57 -.17 5.705.33 -.03 5.40

.31 4;70 4.49 .21 5.10 4.87 4.25 \ 9.50 4.58 4.12

-.07 6.20 6.05 4.12 6.20 6.31 -.11 '4.20 6.25 -.05

t

4.14 4,00 4.14 -.14 4.50 4.52 -.02" *4.00 4.05 -.65

-.29 5.30 5.42 -.12 5.60 5.65 -.05 5.60 5%62 -.02

-.20 3.40 3.56 -.16 3.70 3,95 -.25 3.50 3.58 -.08

-.14 4.00 4.25 -.28 4.50 4.65 -.15 4.00 4.20 -.20

-.09, 5.60 5.67 -..07 5.40 5.91 -.01 6.10 5.56 .24

-.14 3.90 3.92 -.02 4.20 4.30 -.20 3.40 3.54 .01
-.40 5.30 5.b1 -.21 5.40 5.75 -.35 5.40 5.71 -.31

4.23 3.50 5.42 . OR 3.90 5.81 -.31 3.50 3.46 4.04

4,20 9.50 5.07 .43 5.40 5.31 .09 5.40 5.30 .10

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (0) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE"
SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS Pm INTERPRETING THE .DIFFERENCE" SCORCS PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (SPARKS WOODMOOR)
0

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
. PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN
.

MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS srArr
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE mASTFRIS DISAD- EDuCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- /ION OF INCOME

TrAEHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2A710N MEN/ RA/10 DANCE OR ADOVE TAGED MOTHER 1$1SCHOOL NAME 11) 121 13) 14) 151 161 111 10) 191 110) 1111 1121

SPARKS K-6 44X 19.3 95.3 20.9 2.0 11.5 20.5 39.3 8.5 12.3 12,558

STONE LEIGH 644- 21.6 96.4 27.9 2.0 11.4 15.7 26.e 2.1 12.4 14,868

SUMMIT PARK K-6 284 22.7 86.7 10.5 2.0 13.5 18.0 68.0 4.0 12.6 20,446

SUSSEX K-6 533 18.1 95.2 27.5 2.0 8.7 20.3 80:7 6.0 10.4 10,017

TiMBERGROVE K-6 720 23.2 95.9 29.0 2.0 8.6 24.9 29.0 1.3 12.3 11,826

TIMONIUM K-6 543 21.3 97.4 23.5 2.0 11.8 31.5 54.9 1.5 12.5 16,869

TOWSON K-6 445 16.2 96.5 24.5 3.0 12.5 21.4 41.8 8.5 12.6 13,256

VICTORY VILLA K-6 656 20.8: 94.6 29.5 2.0 10.7 23.3 14%3 3.6 10.3 9951

VILLA CRESTA K-6 73.1 19.4 97.0 36.0 2.0 11.0 36.0 31.6 5.5 12.0 11.555

. .
WARREN. K-6 784 22.4 96.4 33.0 2.4 10.4 29,3 40.0 5.2 12.5 18,590

wEiLwoop 1C-6 541 23.5 86.4 21.0 2.0 8.5 14.5 30.4 2.9 12.6 20,067

C,:,

WESTCHESTER P-6 649 20.0 95.9 30.5 2.0 9.0 21.0 35.4 1.1 12.2 13.807

.

WESTOWNE K-6 708 19.7 96.5 34.0 2.0 9.7 27.5 33.3 7.8 12.0 11.613

WINAND K-6 821 23.1. 90.0 33.5 2.0 8.6 30.3 39.4 1.6 12.8 15,887

WINFIELD K-6 514 21.6 91.8 2i.8 2.0 6.8 17.5 33.6 1.1 12.1 13,181

WOODBRIDGE K-6 492 26.6 96.8 16.5 2.0 7.5 15.5 37.8 0.3 12.2 15,179

WOODLAWN K-6 263 22.9 96.3 10.5 1.0 7.8 23.0 26.1 5.6 12.1 11,891

WOODMOOR K-6 578 22.1 95.9 24.1 2.0 7.1 24.5 34.9 2.5 12.3 13.614

0

Sir CHAPTER 3, PAGES 12-73, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
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lABLL 4.

BALlloRL LOUNTY
SCHOOL SYSIEm

BALTIMORE COUNTY (SPARKS WOODMOOR)

SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY REAOONO COMREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAM. GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

5E NORM

OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFFR-
(pc(' LAND ENCE

GE NORM

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE
LAND ENCE

GE ,CORM GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

01rFER-
ENCE

SPARKS 3 100.9 4.40 4.11 .9 4.50 4.20 .'50 5.10 4,57 .53 4.30 4.13 .17
5 105.1 5.60 5.57 .03 5.70 5.60 .10 5.80 5.83 -.03. 5.60 5,79 -.19

SIONELEIGH 3 110.7 4.70 4:22 .40 4.00 4.32 .40 5.00 4.69 .31 4.60 4.23 .37
5 113.0 6.40 6.27 .13 6.60 6%-26 .34 7.10 6.49 .61 6.80 6.42 .38

SUMMIT PARK 3 106.3 4.30 3.94 41.36 4.20 4.02 .10 4.70 4.40 4.30 3.98 4.22
5 112.1 6.40 6.19 .21 6.50 6.19 .31 7.20 6.41 .79 6.40 6.35 .05

SUSSEX 3 105.3 3.40 3.88 -.44 3.40 3.95 -.55 3.80 4:53 -.53 3.50 3.92 -.42
5 102,5 4.90 5.34 -.44 5.10 5.38 -.20 5.20 5,61 -.41 5.40 5.58 -.18

TIMEILa0MOVL 3 104.7 3.90 3.84 .06 4.10 3.91 .19 4.50 4.29 .21 4.00 3,88 .12
5 100.0 6.00 5.83 .17 6.00 5.04 ..16 6.10 6.07 .03 6.20 6.02 4.18

TIMONIUM 3 110.1 4.20 4.19 .01 4.30 4.20 .02 4.60 4.65 -.04 '\ 4.30 4.20 .1C
5 109.8 6.40 5.99 .41 6.40 5.99 .41 6.60 6.22 .38 ) 6.30 6.17 .13

TOWSON 3 106.5 4.30 3,95 .35 4.50 4.03 .47 4.60 4.41 .29 4.20 3,99 4,21

5 102.3 5.90 5.32 .50 5.00 5.36 .44 5.90 5.60 .30 6.20 5.57 .63

VICTORY VILLA 3 94.5 3.60 3.20 .40 3.40 3.25 .15 4.00 3.64 .36 3.70 3.31 .39
5 104.7 4.90 5.54 -.64 5.10 5.56 -.46 5.30 5.80 -.50 5.10 5.76 -.66

VILLA CRLSTA 3 100.3 4.00 4.07 -.07 4.10 4.15 -.05 4.30 4.53 -.23 4.20 4,09 .11
5 106.4 5.70 5.69 002 5.90 5.71 4.19 6.00 5,94 .06 6.20 5.89 4,31

WARREN 3 113.4 . 4.50 4.40 .10 4,70 4.50 .20 5.00 4.87 .13 4.60 4.39 .21
5 115.8 6.50 6.52 -.02 6.60 6.50 .10 6.80 6.72 .08 ,7.00 6.64 4,36

WLLLW000 3 108.7 4.50 4.10 .40 4.60 4.18 .42 5.00 4.56 .44 4.40 4.12 .28
5 113.0 6.60 6.27 .33 6,70 6.26 .44 7.10 6.49 .61 7.00 6.42 4,58

WLSTCHESTER 3 102.9 3.90 3.72 .IA 4.00 3.79 .21 4.10 4.17 -.07 3.70 3.78 -.08

106.3 5.50 5.59 -.09 5.70 .62 .09 5.70 5.85 -.15 6.00 5.81 4.19

WLSTONE 3 104.8 3.80 3.04 -.04 4.10 3.92 .18 4.30 4.30 .00 3.90 3.89 4.01

5 103.4 5.40 5.42 -.02 5.40 5.45 -.05 5.90 5.69 +.21 5.90 5.66 4.24

.

WINANJ 3 110 4.30 4.23 .07 4.30 4.32 -.02 4.80 4.70 .10 4.30 4.24 .06
5 10 .5 5.90 5.61 .29 5.90 5.63 .27 6.30 5.86 .44 6.20 5.82 .38

WIIIF ILLO 3 107.4 4.10 4.01 ..04 4.10
45.t1396

4.20 4.47 -.27 4.20 4.04 4,16

5 102.3 5.80 5,32 .411 5.80 ::(4)1!4 5.90 5.60 .30 6.00 5.57 .43

wOooMMIDGE 3 110.5 4.10 4,21 -.11 400 4.30 .00 4.70 4.68 .02 4.30 4.22 .08
5 109.4 6.30 5.95 .15 6.20 5.96 .24 6.70 6.19 .52 6.50 6,13 .37

WOODLAWN 3 113.0 4.30 4.37 -,07 4.30 4.47 -.17 4.40 4.85 -.45 4.40 4.37 .03
5 109.0 5.30 5.92 -,(.2 5,80 5.93 -.13 5.60 6.15 -.56 5.70 6.10 -.40

10006m0OR 3 102.3 3.80 3.68 .12 3,80 3.75 .0C 4.40 4.13 .27 3.90 3,75 ,15
102.6 5.10 5.35 -.25 5.20 5.38 -.18 5.40 5.62 -.22 5.50 5.59 -.09

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FCR DEFINITION OF YOU45, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK OPI ACCOMPANYING ',DIFFERENCE', SCORES, AND'

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TALE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (DEER PARK - MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDuCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCQML

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2411ON MINT RATIO DANCE OR 4DOVC TAGED MOTHER (i/SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) 131 (4) 15) 16) (7) 18) 19) (10) (11) 112)

DEER PARK 6-9 1,210 17.1 92.8 68.4 3.0 9.3 21.3 40.7 5.5 12.2 13,369

LANSDOWNE MIDDLE 6-0 1,070 16.7 94.2. 60.0 4.0 0.1 10.3 34.4 7.1 10.0 9769

SUD)ROOK JR HIGH 6-9 1,113 15.0 09.0 67.5 3.0 10.1 27.3 33.3 1.4 12.3 13.966

ARBUTUS JR HIGH 7-9 904 16.0 93.9 54.6 2.0 10.3 24.3 47.0 3.9 11.2 11.545

CATONSVILLE JR HIGH 7-9 1,240 16.7 94.2 72.0 2.0 9.2 26.0 43.2 4.4 12.0 12.621
.

COCKEYSVILLE JR HIGH 7-10 1,356 15.8 96.0 62.9 3.0 0.5 19.0 38.4 4.2 12.4 14,041

DEEP CREEK JR HIGH 7-10 1,522 10.1 92.0 00.0 4.0 0.6 16.0 29.0. 5.4 10.7 9943

DUMBARTON JR HIGH 7-9 1.096 10.2 95.3 57.1 3.0 9.0 19.7 44.9 5.5 12.5 13,610

DUNDALK JR HIGH 7 -9 940 15.4 94.4 59.6 2.0 9.5 16.5 30.2 6.7 10.7 10,240
/

FRANKLIN JR HIGH 7-9 1,2lrD 17.3 94.5 71.2 3.0 910 24.3 36.4 4.8 12.2 11,794

GEN. JOHN STRICKER JR HI 7-9 1,507 17.3 94.5 84.0 3.0 7.9 17.4 32.2 7.4 10.3 10,600

GOLDEN RING JR HIGH 7-9 1,094 16.4 95.3 63.6 3.0 10.5 19.0 39.0 3.3 10.9 11,759

HEREFORD JR SR HIGH 7-12 1,513 17.6 94.1 06.0 4.0 11.6 19.5 52.2 NA 11.6 11,133

HOLAIIRD JR HIGH 7-9 1,242 17.3 93.5 69.0 3.0 7.7 19.5 25.0 3.0 9.8 11,028

JOHNNYCAKE JR HIGH 7-9 1,278 16.9 95.3 71.5 4.0 10.7 23.5 40.4 2.0 12.1 12,363

.711,
LANSDOwNE SR HIGH 9-12 2,064 17.8 91.4 112.4 3.0 11.0 22.0 42.3 7.1 10.6 10,584

LOCK RAVEN JR HIGH 7-9 1,129 16.5 95.9 65.4 3.0 11.3 26.1 53.2 3.4 12.2 12,142

MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH 7-9 1.471 10.9 92.5 73.9 4.0 9.5 21.5 37.2 6.7 10.7 10r507

SEE CHAPTER 3, GAGES 72-73, FOR DEFAITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OP DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TAGLE
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (DEER PARK 2. MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
. SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE, STANDARD AGE SCORES*

6ALIIMORL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYbILM

SKICI. AREAS

VOEAHuLARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAHL GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE NARY-
LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER-
Eta

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND LNCL

GE NORM

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

= ,GE NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
ENCE LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

DLER pARK 7 106.2 7.70 7.41 4.20 7.50 7.39 4.12 7.70 7.46 4.24 7.80 7.64 4.16

9 106.9 9.40 9.07 .31 0.30 9.01 4.29 9.30 0.95 4.35 9.50 9.12 4.38

LANSD0KNL RIDDLE 7 99.3 6.50 6.66 -.16' 6.60 6.69 -.09 6.60 6.80 -.20 6.00 6.93 -.13

54.4D6ROOK JR HIGH 7 107.7 7.00 7.57 4.23 7.60 7.54 .06 8.30 7.60 4.70 6.40 7.79 4.61

9 106.5 9.20 9.03 4.17 0.90 0.96 -.06 '9.40 8.91 4.49 9.40 9.07 4.33

ARBUTUS JR HIGH 7 106.2 7.30 7.41 -.11 7.40 7.39 4.02 7.60 7.46 .14 7.80 7.64 4.16

9 104.1 6.90 0.75 4.15 8.90 4.21 9.20 8.67 4.53 9.00 8.81 .19

CAT0N5VILLE JR NIGH 7 104.0 7.40 7.17 .23 7.30 7.16 4.14 7.50 7.25 4.25 7.90 7.41 4.49

9 102.8 9.00 8.60 8.80 0.53 4.27 8.80 8.54 4.26 9.00 6,67 4.33

COCKEYSVILLE .01 HIGH 7 106.3 7.90 7.64 4.26 7.90 7.60 1.30 7.80 7.66 .14 8.30 7.85 4.45

9 108.2 9.50 9.22 .26 9.40 9.16 4.24 9.20 9.08 4.12 9.40 9.26 4.14

DEEP CRLEK JR SR HI 7 97.0 6.40 6.41 -.01 6.50,, 6.46 4.04 6.50 6.58 -.00 6.70 6.70 .00
9 99.9 8.20 8.26 -.06 8.20 0.20 4.00 7.00 8.25 -.35 8.40 8.36 4.04

DUMBARTON JR HIGH 7 109.2 8.00 7.73 4.27 7.90
7.69* 4.21 8.00 7.74 4.26 0.10 7.95 4015

9 100.3 9.50 9.23 .27 9.30 9.17 4.13 9.10 9.09 .01 9.40 9.27 4.13

DUNDALK JR HIGH 7 97.8 6.60 6.40 .11 6.70 .16 7.00 6.66 4.34 7.20 6.78 4.42

9 100.8 11.30 8.3.1 -.06 8.40 8.30 4.10 8.30 0.34 -.04 0.60 8.46 4.14

FRANKLIN JR HIGH 7 100.9 7.10 5.63 .27 7.10 6.86 4.25 7.20 6.95 .25 7.40 7.10 .30
9 101.6 8.90 8.46 4.44 8.70 8.40 4.30 8.60 6.42 4.18 0.70 8.55 4.15

GEN. JOHN STRICKFR J 7 101.9 6.70 6.94 -.24 6.70 6.95 -.25 7.00 7.05 -.05 7.30 7.20 4.10

9 102.7 8.10 58 -.48 0.20 8.52 -.32 8.20 8.53 -.33 8.60 8.66 -.06

GULDEN RING JR HIGH 7 103.1 7.00 7.07 -.07 7.00 7,07 -.07 7.00 7.16 -.16 7:83: 7.32 4.48

9 1415.4 8.80 8.90 -.10 8.90 0.04 4.06 8.70 0.80 ".10 9.30 8.95 .35
4

HEREFORD JR SR HIGH 7 1U2.7 7.40 7.03 4.37 7.30 7.03 4.27 7.30 7.12 .20 7.70 7.28 4.42

9 99.6 8.70 8.23 .47 8.70 8.16 4.54 0.30 11.22 4.08 9.00 0.33 .67

HOLAIIIRD JR HIGH 7 102.8' 6.60
r

7.04 -.44 6.70 7.04 -.34 6.80 7.13 -.33 7.20 7.29 -.09

9 102.3- 6420 8.54 -.34 8.30 .8.48 -.28 8.20 8.49 -.39 8.70 8.62 4.08

JOHNNYCAKE JR HIGH 7 107.4 7.60 7.54 4.06 7.40 7.51 -.11 7.70 7.57 4.13 8.00 7.76 4.24

9 103.5 9.00 9.68 4.32 8.80 8.624, 4.16 6.70 Q.61 4.09 9.10 8.75 4,35

LANSOOKFIL SR. HIGH 9 100.5 6.30o. 8.33 -.03 8.10 8.27 -.17- 8.00 8.31 -.31 8.50 8.43 .07

LOCH RAVEN JR HIGH 7 107.0 7.00 7.50 .22 7.80 7.55 4.29 6,00 7.6; 4.39 8.30 7.80 4.50

9 108.3 9.50 9.23 4.27 9.30 9.17 4.13 9.40 9.09 4.31 9.60 9.27 4.33

MIDDLE RIVLR JR NIGH 7 99.1 b.70 6.64 4.06 6.70 6.67 4.03 6.60 6.70 .-.111 6.90 6.91 -.01

9 98.6 7.90 6.11 -.21 7.90 8.05 -.15 7.60 0.13 -.53 0.30 8.22 ,08

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 10 ACCOMPANYING .DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE"DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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-BALTIMORE COUNTY (NORTH POINT JR HIGH WOODLAWN)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT. PERCENT
PERCCNT MEDIAN MED141TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRAPE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO.. EXPERIE CE HASTER.S DI5AP- EDUCA- FARM/
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAN. MIEN- DEGREE . VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. EACI1ER ADMIN.2ATION HENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (31
SCHOOL NAME (1) 121 13) (4) (5) 16) (71, 101 19) 110) 111) (12)

NORTH POINT JR HIGH 7-9 11135 17.6 93.2 60.5 -4.17.771 6.6 20.6 26.3 3.4 11.2 11,006

OLD COURT JR HIGH 7 -9 1,157 17.3 89.8 65.0 2.0 10.1 17.0 43.3 2.5 12.3 13,853

PARKVILLE JR HIGH 7 -9 1.106 15.1 95.5 72.1 1.0 10.6 33.0 34.2 4.4 11.3

PERRY HALL JR HIGH 7 -9 1,199 18.3 96.5 62.5 11.6 16.3 35.1 2.7 11.9 12,746

PIKESVILLE JR HIGH 7 -9 1,179 16.8 02.8 69.0 1.0 9.3 28.0 *4.3 2.3 12.5 18,632

PINE GROVE JR HIGH 7-9 1.221 21.1 96.4 56.0 2.0 7.2 16.7 31.0 NA NA

RIDGELY JR HIGH 7-9 1,347 16.0 96.0 76.0 4.0 10.7 22.0 48.7 2.0 12.6- 16,7/18

SPARROWS POINT SR HIGH 9.-12 1,379 16.6 91.2 79.9 3.0 8.6 18.4 37.4 NA 10.0 101407

STEMMERS RUN JR HIGH 7-9 1,552 18.3 93.5 82.8 2.0 8.9 20.9 31.8 5.5 10.7 10,106

TOWNSONTOWN JR HIGH 7-9 1.094 17.3 96.2 60.3 3.0 12.7 22.0 48.2 2.7 12.7 17,043

WOODLAWN JR HIGH 7-9 1,154 16.1 93.3 69.5 2.0 8.7 17.00 32.2 3.1 12.3 12,726

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOWEES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COATY (NORTH POINT`JR HIGH WOODLAWN)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIP' ENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

BALTIMOMI. COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SWILLARCAS
Ty

VOCABULARY AcANNG COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE IvERAGE MARY-
LAND

SAS GE NOAH

DIFFrp- AVCRAGC MARY- DIEFFR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY-

ETU LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND
GE NORM GE NORM GC NON

DIFFER-
(NEE

NORTH POINT JH HIGH 7 102.0 6.90 6.95 -.05 6,00 6.96 4.17S 7.00 7.06 -. 6 7.40 7.21 .1
9 101.3 8.20 0.42 -.22 6.30 8.36 +.46, 0.20 0.39 -.I 8.90 8.51 .39

''.4

OLD COURT JR SR HIGH 7 104.3 8.00 7.4? .5A 7.70 7.,40 .30 7.90 7.47 .43 8.10 7.65 .45
9 107.4 9.40 9.13 .27 9.20 9.07 .13 9.30 9.00 .30 9.60 9.17 .43

n

PARKVILLL JR HIGH 7 105.9 7.40 7.30 .02 7.30 7.3 -.06 7.60 7.43 .17 7.90 7.61 4.29

9 106.3 9.00 9.00 .00 9.00 8.9( .06 8.90 8.89 4.01 9.20 9.05 .15
0

PERRY HALL JH HIGH 7 105.7 7.40 7.35 .05 7.50 7.34 .16 7.60 7.41 .19 8.00 7.59 .41

9 106.2 9.10 8.99 .11 9.00 0.93 4.07 9.00 ,8.88 4.12 4.40 9.04 #.36

PIKESVILLE JR HI 7 107.9 0.10 7,59 4.51 7.90 7.56 .34 A.10 7.62 .68 8.50 7.81 .69

9 108.0 9.70 9.29 .41 9.40 9.23 .17 9.70 9.14 .56 10.00 9.32 4.68

PINE GROVE JR HIGH 7 .105.1 7.30 7.29 4.01 7.20 7.20 -.08 7.40 7.35 .05 7.00 7.53 .27

9 105.3 9.00 0.09 .11 -.114,90 8.82 .00 8.70 8.79 -.09 9.30 8.94 .S6

RIOGELY JH HIGH 7 100.8 8.30 7.69 .61 0.10 7.65 .45 8.20 7.71 .49 8.40 7.90 4.40

9 111.0 9.90 9.64 .26 9.60 9.58 .02 9.70 4.44 4.26 9.90 9.64 .26

SPARROWS POINT sR HI 9 96.0 7.80 7.90 -.In 7.80 7.84 -.04 7.70 7.95 -.75 ,8.00 8.03 -.03

STEPmERS RUN JR HIGH 7
9

49,6
100.1

b.70
8.20

6.1,9
0.20

.01
-.O(

6.90 6.72 4.1(
0.10 0.22

6.40 6.03 -.03- 7.10 6.96/
8.00 n.27 -.27 8.50 8.30

.14

.12

TOW5ORTOwN JR HIGH 7 109.2 8.30 7.73 .57 8.20 7.69 4.51 8.10 7.74 .56 8.50 7.95 4.55
4 9 100.9 10.00 9.30 .70 9.9U 9.24 10.00 9.15 4.8% 9.80 9.33 .47

W000LAWN JR HIGH 7 105.1 7.10 7.29 -.14 7.00 7.20 -.28 7.20 7.35 -.15 7.50 7.53 -.03

9 102.2 8.70 8.53 .17 4.30 0.46 -.16 8.40 0.48 7.00 8.70 8.61 .09

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (*) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES; AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN plis TADLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION
R

.2.5 Calvert County

A. Present Status of.the Accountability Program

Calvert County has, pet all of the minimum reguirbments
set by the Maryland Accountability Program needed to comply
with the state accountability law. Each school has complied
With the objective setting activity; and many resources were
utilized during the completion pf this process.

StaTf.inservice method'S, typical in the formulation
of school level program objectives, were such things as small -

group meetings in each school at various grade .levels in the
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics; total staff review
of all proposed objectives; county review of the objectives for
clarity; and finalization under the guidance of curriculum
specialists.

Prior to the opening of schools in September 1975;
objectives Were reviewed and-revised by staffs to ensure their
appropriateness for that school year This was usually accom-
plished after the school staff had met with the building admj.ni-,,
strators, staff curriculum specialists, and the accountability
coordinator to develop an assessment and'evaluation model for,
measuring the effect,of implementation of the objectives.

'4.
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Each school staff has been charged to continue this
task of evaluating and updating the program objectives that
established. To assist schools in this task, the county is
developing a checklist that will allow teachers to record and
follow the progress of each student with regard to school ob-
jectives.

A committee has been established to evaluate county
goals and to check the content of various programs, This com-
mittee has the task of assuring that school objectives, county
goals, and state goals correspond.

B. Local Assessment Activities,

Calvert County students are involved in a wide variety
of testing situations at many levels within their school program.
The testing program is initiated at the kindergarten level, where

_ all students are evaluated on a pre- and post-test achievement-
series to determine both individual and program strengths andweaknesses. Scores from this battery, are used as placement data
for first grade students.

Students in Grade 1 are pre- ana post- tested. to obtain
base data on academic growth. This evaluation program provides
teachers, parents, and administrators with data that is used both
to plan a complete progra% for all students and to make educational

'decisions pertaining to all phases of the learning process: Grade2 students are also tested to check the accuracy, of the Grade 1evaluation.

In addition, students involved in Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I and Title III. projects are-
pre- and postrtested in' the spring of each year and. progress toward
program goals is evaluated.

-Diagnostic testing is planned on the eighth grade
level to identify those students with marked deficiencies,
Program modifications on the senior high school level will re-
sult. The Stanford:Diagnostic Series is being used for testing
in reading, and mathematics.

40.

An assessment of skills is also admi3nisterea to all
eleventh grade studefits using the Metropolitan Achievement Tests.
These tests provide information concerning the academic growth
of students prior to the termination of their formal public'
education in Calvert County. Skills, aptitudes, and interests
for vocational education are also determined and this data is
used in counseling students regarding specific vocational
education programs.

2 0 G
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The complete testing prograd is conducted through the
Office'of Testing, and all scores are reviewed and analyzed in

numerous ways. Di6semidation programs are developed centrally
by the supervisor of testing and accountability. Additional
individualized testing is conducted by trained psychologists or
diagnosticians at the school level. These tests are utilized
for specific school level purposes. An extensive array of evalua-
tive measures'are also used as a part of the early identification
and special education prggrams.

C. Comments of Accountability Assessment Results

The assessment data obtained from this program indicate

that the students have maintained a consistent pattern over the
past two years in achievement and mental ability. No signifi-

cant changes were revealed and all data displayed a high correla-
tion between mental maturity, as measured by the Cognitive
Abilities Test, and the academic attainment, as measured by the

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The student averages do not vary
significantly from the Maryland norm. That norm, when under-
stood by the general public, is an effective measure for com-
parison of the data collected on schools and students.

The differences between predicted and obtained'scores
in Grades 3'and 5 in one school were significantly positive
both vocabulary and total language usage. This, positive differ-

ence was consistent with the previous year's scores, indicative of.'

an overall staff commitment to the maintenance of_high.standards of

pupil achievement. County averages show no significant positive

or negatiye variances..

Since all local education agencies are using the same

data and references, the accountability program has many-valuable
aspects for the plannen.and implementors of puhlEc education.

The use of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills results for students
have left mixed,feelings with educators and parents in Calvert
County. National norms; Maryland norms, and averages are often
misunderstood. Negative reactions result from these misunder-
standings. As general understanding increases concerning role
of the Maryland norm, and the state, county, and, school goals

and objectives in educational accountability, public sentiments

will change, and the public will recognize the indications that

accountability is accomplishing its basic purpose.

D. Program Modification Activities

Calvert'County has made numerous program modifications
)

related to the results of the accountability program. An ab-

breviated listing with general descriptions appears below:

207
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Ten additional remedial reading teachers have been
employed to improve the reading achievement of
students who have been identified by the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills to,be a year or more below their
predicted scores.

11/4

A scope and sequence has been identified'in the
44, areas of reading, writing, and mathematics and is
'W*being'articulated directly toward the attainment

of school level objectives and county and state
goals.

Science materials being.piloted in Grades K-5 re-
flect an adjustment from content orientation to
process orientation.

40 The language arts/reading curriculum is actively
being modified to incorporate added emphasis on
the basic skills necessary for language development.

Improvement has occurred in the studerit-teacher
ratios' especially ,at the primary (Kr1,..3) levels and
at the ninth grade level in mathematics and language
arts.

Additional program modifications Shave been implemented
in physical education, outdoor education, foreign languages,
utilization of instructional television and other areas. Pro-
gram analysis indicates that these revisions will better meet
the needs of the student pppulation.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs, and Services

; The following unmet needs in Calvert4county are under
evaluation at the present time and are at,various stages of im-
plementation:

Improvement of student-t cher ratios;

Development of a comprehensive reading program
for Grades K-8;

Development of a comprehensive mathematics pro-
gram for Grades K-12;

Development of a complete comprehensive summer
program for developmental, remedial, and enrich-
ment activities; and

A
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Development of a program' in reading.and mathe-
matics for the academically gifted or talented
youngster.

The fo llowing program modificat/ons are in prog ress.
They represent significantexpenditures of talent and resources
and exemplify what is currently being done -in Calvert County to
meet student needs and to improve the educational setting:

The addition bf professional staff specifically
designed to aid underachievers; . c

The improvement of class Sizes in Grades K-3 to a/'
1.25 ratio;

The addition of paraprofessionals at the high
school level to:work with students with significant
deficiencies in mathematics and reading;

The addition of a full-time supervisor to work
with accountability and testing; and

The develOpment of specific objectives in pre-
reading,'mathematics, science, and reading for
the early childhood program.

These additional directions olearly represent major
adjustments in several, areas in hopes that students may receive
the highest quality education possible.

. General Comments

Calvert County educators see the need for accounta-
bility and programs designed to measure success in schools. The
information gained has added greatly in the ongoing development
of educational programs in Calvert. County. The Maryland norms
have been useful as guidelines and should continue to be made

I' available.

A concern must be expressed for the need to develop
more effective procedures for communicating the test data to
school personnel and to the public. Misinterpretation is wide-
spread and has the potential for negatively affecting image,
programs and system rapport. A state level inservice.prbgram
to aid in staff development should be established in conjunction
with a statewide public relations program. General definitions
and reporting techniques peed to be openly discussed and,review-
ed in order for people to grasp the total meaning of the reported
results. Through these efforts, the positive image.Of accounta-
bility gained with certain groups could be expanded to tbe general
public and all school staffs.
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TABLE

IMO CALVERT COUNTY

SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND:PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

. (1) ,

.

TOTAL
POPULATION

.

12I.

. 'MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)
_

PERCENT .

DISADVANTAGED -
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

23,736 , 10,880 24.4

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL
3

YEARS)

/1 (5)
(

/ EDUCAT1ONAL.LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS .

OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.1' 10.9

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEP1EMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

, (7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE,
YEARS '

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

4(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

6.832
.

$10,716,
et

$17,956 0

.

7.2 19.1

(11)
{4

,PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12). '

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

16.6% 19.3 X93.0%

C. FINANCIAL GMARACTER4ICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

*. ' (1.7)

PER PUPIL EZPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE'
ADMINISTRATION

$1,088.50 057.99 69.6%
'

$34.27

'(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL,

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.1% $11.38 1.0%

$ SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CALVERT COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

13.1

r.RADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
Einni En

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TI

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
T

151
AVERAGE

STANDARD
AGE

SCORES
( SI

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

1',B)

171

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
fr.r);. ...***A-44i .18411444..*; '35401141101e4 ".% ,14111011110.si'M Ot.44411101,c).,

181

STANDARD
DEVIATION

1D1

(21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

SPELLING

0,

7 540 94.81 2 91.3 15.83 5,78 1,74

9

5

612 66.99

526 99,112

91.1 15.73

ilkaf; i'4...41111101f0Att 4011.6-,

7.07

15.65 3.03

2.15

1,0/

528 100.00 5 94.6 15.58 4.61 1.39

7 540 94,81 91.3 15.83 6.06 1,55

5 528 100.00 5 94.6 15.58 5.02, 1.79

7

9

540

1

612

94.81 91.3 15.83 5.81 1.80

61.99 91.1 3.5.73 7.03 2.41

141

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3. 526 99.62 92.9 15.63 3.42. 1.30

5 528 100.00 5 94.6 33.58 5.07 359

7 540 94.83. 2 91.3 15.83 5.73 1.77

9 612 66.99 2 91.1 15.73 6.72 2.14

151

PUNCTUATION

3 526 99.62 6 92.9 15.63 3.49 1.32

5 528 5 94.6 15.58 5.09 1.48

7 540 94.81 91.3 15.83 5.84 .1.72

9 4)63.2 66.99 2 91.1 15.73 . 6.86 2.27

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 6-67, FOADEFENITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CALVERT CCIUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE

SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-

LENT SCORES, BY SIdtL AREA AND BY- GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL

J11

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

131

PERCENT OR ,
'STUDENTS
TESTED

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE

STANDARD
AGE

SCORE
ISAS1

(61

STANDARD
DEVSATION

(SD)

(71

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT

IME

(81

STANDARD
DEVIATIgN

AREAS(SW'

(61

LuSAGEANGuAGE

3 526

...

99.62 6 92.9 15.63

\

3.09 1.22

5

.

528 100.00

'

';A 5
94.6 15.58 4.74 1.65

7 540 94.81

.1 r

91.3 15.83 6.04 1.85

9 612 ' 66.99

,.,

'2 91.1 15.73 7.08 2.27 '

171

LANGUAGE.

TOTAL

_

10

MATHEMATICAL
CONCF4TS

3 526 f 99.62 92.9 15.63 3.37 1.16

5 528 100.00 5"T'
..?

4 ,Ov

2 ,

94.6

91.3

15.58

15.83

4.98

5.86

1.39

1.53
7

1

540 94.81

F 9

526

6 9

99.62

:
01 1

92.9

15.73

15.63

6,92

3,00

1.96

.95

5 528 100.00 5 94.6 15.58 4.97 1.28

7

.

540 94.81 2 91.3 15.83 6.18 1.36

9 612 66.99 2 9%11 15.73 7.31 1.83

191

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 526 99.62 6 ,92.9 15.63 3,05 1.03

5 528 100.00 5 94.6 15.58 4.92 1.25

. 7 540

-
94.81 2 91.3 15.113 6.21 1.59

9 612 66.99 2 91.1 15.73 7.35 41.95 °

(101

MATHEMATICAL.

TOTAL

3 526 99.62 6 92.9 15.63 3.02 .93

5 528 100,00 5 94.6 15.58 4.94
A.

1.17

7 540 94.81 91.3 15.83 6.19 1.35

9

,
612 66,99 2 91.1 15.73

,

7.33 1.75

NOrtot:'*. PIVIO/Wr reif' , °' IrWri -110tvt, . 4,14044904.0* ,,
40 , m. .r ....111A,

SEE CHAPTER 3, ' PA1.6T6ES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CALVERT COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITHYEAR II (1974-1975) DATA 'IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORESAND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 92.4
NONVERBAL

-ABILITY
5 93,4
7 90.8

92.9

92.9

94.6

91.-3

91.1

244
VOCABULARY 5 _4.21

7

9

5.71

7,114

'i',440010`?

3.04
READING

COMPREHENSION
5 4.41
7

9

5:96

7,33
'101:414.. V1000.#.4* . 4

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3

2.92

4.54

5.78

7.07

3.03

4.61

6.06

7.30

3.39
5 4.57,
7 5.72

MATHEMATICAL.

TOTAL

7.02

3.07

3.37

4.98

5.86

6.92

5 4.67
7 6,Q8

7.36

3.02

4.94

6.19

7.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 7)0-71, FOR4DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR. INTERPRETImq THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT TH5 SCORES REPORTED port YEAR I AND YEAR II AREFROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS;

V'

10 14 tJ
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CALVERT COUNTY (APPE'AL CACVERT -SR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

JSCHOOL 'AGE CHILDREN

441...PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER' DISAD^ EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGAN)- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- "DEGREE VAN- TION OF MEOW.

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER ($)SCHOOL NAME 11) 12) (31 14) 15) 16) 17) 10) 19) 110) 111).. (12)

APPEAL K-5 464 17.4 95.3

BEACH K-5 538 20.7 93.2

CENTRAL K-5 761 18.3 96.0

HUNTINGTON K-5 367 20.4 96.5

ISLAND CREEK F'-3 250 20.2 94.8

MT HARMONY P-5 813 22.0 95.1

CALVERT CO MIDDLE 6^8 758 21.1 92.9

NORTHERN 6-12 1.876 21.6 90.8

CALVERT SR HIGH 9--12 955 23.3 89.0
...

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73.

k

FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS

24.6 2.0 9.9

24.0 2.0 4.5

38.5 8.6

16.0 2.0 6.3

11.4 1.0 7.0

34.0 3.0 8.5

34.0 2.0 10.3

83.0 4.0 4.8

38.0' 3.0 13.5

124; 11.3 22.0 10'.9 8408

11.0 5.8 21.6 10.7 8811

()
18.3 10.8 33.1 10.9 .8890

29.0 13.9 19.9 10.8 8940

11.0 20.2 22.9 10.9 8431

28.0 17.6 16.7 10.7 8792

21.9 25.0 2861 10.9 8669

17.1 23.0 20.2 10.8- 8836

22.8 46.3 29.7 10.9 8669

k .

AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

02 I
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CALVERT COUNTY (APPEAL CALVERT SR HIGH)

:1ABLF 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CALVLRT CUUNTV
501001. Sy5104

SKILL AREAS

0

voCATIMARY READING CovHEHENSIoN LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHJOL NAmL_ GRADE XVCRAGE AVERAbC MARY-
LANO

SAS GC NORM

DiFrrR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
Ertl LAND ENCL LANG

GE NORM GE NORM

--....

DIFFER - AVERAGE MARY-
EuCC LANG

GE- NORM

DIFFER-
ENcE

APPEAL 3 83.1 2.53 2.45 +.08 2.75 .2.46 +.20 2.89 2.86 4.03 2.67 2.63 4.04

/ 5 95.9 4.57 4.58 ....01 4.71 4.65 +.06 4.89 4.90 -.01 4.92 4.90 +.02
/

BEACH 5 90.4 2.80 2042 -.12 3.07 2.95 4.12 3.41 3.34 4.07 3.06 3.06 +.00
5 90.5 4.54 4.28 4.26 4.73 4.36 4.37 4.01 4.61 +.20 4.85 4.63 +.22

P

CENTRAL 3 96.7 2.96 3.32 -.36 2.97 3.38 3.19 3.76 -.57 3.04 3.42

94.1 4.19 4.60 -.41 4.25 4.b7 .4 4.69 4.91 -.22 4.64 4.91 -.27

MUNTINGTOWN 3 96.2 4.07 3.29 4.78 5.49 3.34 4.15 4.68 +.95 3.59 5.39 4.20

94.3 5.41 4.62 4.79 5.06 4.68 4.38 5.97 ::2 41.04 5.45 4.93 +.53

ISLAND CREEK 3 89.9 2.49 2.88 -.39 2.81 2.92 ^011. 2.94 3.31 ....37 2.85 3.03 .18.

.

MT HARMONY 3 97.3 2.88 5.56 -.48 3.10 5.42 7432 3.38 5.80 .42 3.02 3.46 ..44
5 99.5 4.60 5.08 ',48 4.70 5.12

1

'=.42 5.10 5.36 -.26 5.21 5.35 -.14

CALVERT CO MIDDLE SC 7 89.9 5.87 5.64 +.25 5.92 5.74 +.18 5.88 5.90 -.02 6.09 5.97 4.12

NORTHtRN 7 92.4 5.71- 5.91 -.PO 6.16 5.99 4.17 5.84 6.14 ..30 6.27 6.22 t.05
9 90.5 6.90 7.17 -.27 7.11 7.11 4.00 6.74 7.32 -.58 7.27 7.35 -.08

CALVERT SENIOR HIGH 9 91.9 7.33 7.33 4.00 7.59 7.27 4.32 7.20 7.46 7.42 7.50 -.08

ft
SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74'-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. ANJ)

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

yd.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM, LEVEL ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.6 Caroline County

Introduction

The 1974-75 school year was the second year for the
implementation of the Maryland State Accountability Law. The
two major parts of the law require: (1) assessing pupil needs
through use of standardized tests in mathematics, reading, and
writing; and (2) establishing objectives at each school for teach-
ing these same three subjects so that pupils can apply these
skills both inside and outside the classroom environment.

Pupils tested during this school ye in Grades 3, 5,

7, and 9 were different from those tested in t e first year of
accountability, so no attempt at comparison of scores is valid.
Not until the third year of the program can a comparison be made
to determine the real growth or lack of it on the part of a given

group of students. However, this time is being used to adapt teach-
ing methods and curricula to reflect the accountability objectives
established for each school in the county.

r (1
)
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A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

During the 1974-75 school year, committees were esta-:
blished to develop school level objectives. On these teams were
representatives from each school in the county, supervisors, and,
in some instances, subject specialists from the Maryland State
Department of Education. and Salisbury State College. Using the
previously'developed state and county goals (published in the
Maryland Accountability Program Report, 1973-74),these committees
developed objectives to be lattaineci by students by the end of
primary, intermediate, middle school, and senior high school.
The objectives were written as skills to be attained by the ma-
jority of pupils at each level. It was an accepted fact that
pupils learn at various rates so that expectancies may vary
according to the abilities and interests of the students.

The committee reports were presented to faculty mem-
bers in all Caroline County schools for questions and suggested -amendments. Committee reports were then finalized and copies
of objectives to be used during the 1975-76 school year were
placed in each school by.August 1975.

B. 4 Local Assessment,Activities

During the first half of the 1974-75 school year, school
1 faculties and parent groups were instructed in the testing part

of accountability using the test results from the first year.
The local newspaper published general information for public con-
sumption. Teachers were instructed about the factors, that were
used in determining pupil scores by grade and month such as non-
verbal ability and socio - economic status of family. Pupils'
individual test scores were recorded and in many. instances were
used in counseling by teachers of the subject areas tested.
Similar use of the, second year test results will be made during
the 1975-76 school year.

A major concern is the noticeable decline in scores
from pupils at the third grade level to those at the ninth grade.
However, this seems to follow a nationwide pattern.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

Test results showed pupil scores in 10 areas of academic
achievement on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. These scores were
given in grade placement by year and month and had been ad-
justed to allow for the results of a nonverbal cognitive
abilities test. Results of the 1974-75 groups of children in

A
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S.

the grads tested were very, similar to the 1973-74 results. For
pupils scores to vary as. mtch as two or, three months from the

normal is considered insignificant. Third grade scores are
within one month Of "State'nOAps in each test. Fifth grade
students scored as well,::except'for mathematica, where aver-
ages were about five months lower state scores.
Seventh grade scoreswere about five montljs lower in language
arts and six months lower in: Mathematics: -Caroline County
ninth graders showed :t1 trend evidenced throughout the state.
and nation in that, as p401s,are.tested, the 'upper grade scores
Seem to be lower. Iri1974-754- ninth ,grade scores in language, 0
arts and mathematics,both 4w seven months below state orms.

The test scores for4the 197.5-76 school year shoul4
reveal more comparative data because the same children tested
in.the first year of the program will be tested again. Hope-
fully, we4ness,eS revealednby the first. two years,' results will
-show improvement due to better instructional prbcedures.

sp

S.

D. Program Modification Activities

The most important activities for teachers will be
tinued use of curricula which reflect the pro#amr-objective in

reading, writing, and mathemitics, and teaching toward better
accomplishment of these goals.

Methods presently employed to improve instruction will

be continued. These include: ,(1) use of individual test scores in

reading and language arts for Counseling and placement; and (2). use

of the scares tO adapt skill-building activities to the group
being instructed. For example, during the 1975-76 school year,

elementary level pupils will be using revised mathematics
textbooks that emphasize fun4gmental proceses and practical

applications. Teachers will use pupils' test scores to detek-
mine,placement and to instruct them in the new material.

The introduction of the'new state bulletin, Functional
Reading, which Has the following five parts:

Following directions,

Locating references,

Developing personal interest in reading,

Gaining information, and

Understanding forms

0 1 ilet

203



will be useful in teaching survival reading skills at,all
levels. Pupils in Grades-7 and 11 will be tested on these
materials as part of the 1975-76 *Accountability Testing Pro-
gram.

The accountability law, which at present deals with
three major subject fields, has had some impact on other..stb-
jects such as science, social studies, the arts, physical
education, and the vocational areas.' The. idead of goals and
objectives, assessment of needs, and accountability are:being
discussed by many teachers. - While no concerted effortjmas yet
been put forth on a countyWide basis, individuals and Some school
faculties have made, tentative plans in these areas. This is.
especially true in senior high schools which are approaching
evaluation by the Middle States Association of Colleges and
Secondary Schools, and' by faculties of newly constructed build-,
ings that provide opportunities for different types of instruqv
tional programs.

I

E. Unmet Needs for Resources.to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services.

Caroline County is one of the poorest counties- in
Maryland in terms of financial resources. Its salary scale
for profedsional personnel is not the kind that would attract,
as a first choice, outstanding teachers and administrators,
nor does it do much for the morale of the good people who con-
tinue to strive'to make the school system a gond one. This
status also makes it impossible to employ_specialists in such
areas as reading, mathematics, elementary counseling, and
Administrative assistants to help implement and strengthen the
basic curriculum areas and in such areas as hOalth, career, and
environmental edupation.

Caroline County needs materials in quantities large
enough to reach all students and the financial resources to
employ consultants to. assist students in their use. Funds
from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title
can provide,for only a small percentage of the school. population.
Other students who do not qualify for that grogram could also
profit by such things as adult aides and individualized instruc-
tional materials.

F. General Comments

Through implementation of county educational goals
And objectives and suitable progress in those areas, Caroline
County hopes to be recognized as a school system accountable
to itspstudents, parents and taxpayers.

ti
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CAROLINE COUNTY

TABLE 1.. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFIE*
P

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME'

(3)

PERCENT'
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

20,579 8,485 21.6

. (.!"

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL.
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

- A (5)'
-

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL.
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER.

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.8
.

10.5

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974) a

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)
.0 .

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

' (8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9) .

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

5,301 $10,156 $16,246 10.3 15.5

(134

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

13:2% 18.8 94.2Z

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 19731974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL,
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$900.59 $648.66 7?.0X $20.04

(18), i

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

. (19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

1 FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
. FOR/PUPIL

SERVICES

2.2X o $6.83 0.8X

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

CI r) (1
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CAROLINE COUNTY

'TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILLoAREA AND BY GRADE*

C

SKILL
AREAS.

,":4,liktWA.;46:iW

(11

VOCABULARY

(1)

npApr

att

3

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
rt:rilirti

(3)
.

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
Tf ,Trn

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
Tr'rrD

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
(r,A'.1

-'71,1!"11757---.

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

ir"I

(71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
'11

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

4'.1
4Sgitier44:" SAVV460e,' ;114100ANIV: P.'114. A `,.44'

;iii5 o/./9 5 9b.5 15.'.6 3.45 1,07

5 419 91.41 ' 5 97.1 15.23 4.78 1.42

7 413 98.06 2 96,7 14.80 . 6,40 1.82

9 471 80.25 2 96.4.p

f77,711717K-77".

15.63

..4'1V4.

15.95

7.89

a=SEM.-:.'1.
3.64

2.10

1.21

-.?;.r.i.: iwt'limilisAvy...

E2)

'READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

44 -:, -',,!:44,01..W/.;.4-:,,t-,:

(3)

SPELLING

...4i****W.?, ,
385

46..-,

87.79

11g4iNt'a=-1#0',

5 96.5

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 5.07 1.35

7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6,54 1.58

9

i

471

. 4i, .0 .,,Or

385

80.25

, ,v V,..-131T.

87.79

2

14,04004: .c.-441110.1aNt,
5

96.4

98.5

15.63

-4mogieWA.ttgA
15.95

7.97

=3=11.
4.20

1.87 ,

k 1.35.

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 5.42 1.69

7 . 413 ' 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.72 2.00

9 471 80.25 2 96.4 15.63 b.19 2.29

t4)

CAPITAL-
.12ATION

3 365
.

87.79 5 98.5 15.95 3.99 1.33

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 . 5.29 1.55

7 413 98.06 2 4'96.7 14.80 6.46. 1.87

9 471 80.25 2 96.4 15.63 7.64 2.28
.(5)

PUNCTUATION

.

3 385 87.79 5 98.5-

.

15.95 3.98 1.42

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 5.24 1.45
.

7 413 98.06 2 96.7

.

14.80
.

6.16 1.81

9
_ VI 80.25 2 96.4 15.63 7.53 2.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CAROLINE. COUNTY
.

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILLS
AREAS

(1)

GRADE

(2)

NUMDER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SDI

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 385 87.79 5 98.5 15.95 3.70 1.36

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 4.89 1.65

7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.41 1.91

9 471 80.25 2
o

96.4 15.63 7.66 2.29

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

.;4.,,,44.,iwstg,,,,s,-.)15,4440te,..44tiviseposoe4.4400000,100,5,..t.

(8)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 385 87.79 5 98.5 15.95 ., 3.97 1.20

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 . 15.23 5.21 1.38

7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.44 1.58

q 471

385

80.25

.

2
...

9F.4

'''''1110611100-11.41K4t?'

15.63 7.76

qe*Wieit*t''',V`
3.43

5.05

1.99

''"110,04..4
98.5 15.95

.-1- ;

97.1 15.23

.95

1.14
5 419 91.41 5

7 413 98.06 2 '96.7 14.80 6.54 1.42

9 471 80.25 . 2 96.4 15.63 7.76 1.90

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

/

3 385
(A

87.79 5 98.5 15.95 3.55 1.11

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15.23 5.02 1.20

7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.42
.

1.49

9 471 80.25 2 96.4 15.63 8.02 1.117

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

.: ,..-.+.0.14 ye: v

3. 385 87.79 5 98.5. 15.95 3.49 .98

5 419 91.41 5 97.1 15;23- 5.04 1.08

7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.49 1.52

9

., 1 leips.aipep
471

-,.. .t....,, fttigi%,?,,..AS/060.0.41

80.25

, .-"7
96.4

. ':,"4$144100,Vr..:,?*.t.:11,,M1414tet4A:4!,

15.63 7.90 1.76

. .'44s*:-.*4 -!..'

SEE CHAPTER 31 PAGES 68-691 FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.,
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CAROLINE COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (4973-1974)NITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE .STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

VOCABULARY

GRADE

;1*

SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 96.7

5 98.7

7 94.7

9 101.0

98.5

97.1

96.7

96.4

-140v 44i7,40pAlwm, -4N=W0P1r

3 3,23

5 5,01

7 6.46

8,16

3.45

4.78

6.40

7.89

r it. 4e.- ev-61441::,.. Aor,,,:,4

READING

COMPREHENSION

114,00i4-11,

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3.47

5 5,15

7 6,58

9

.41(en.,J6

3

8.24

3.80

3.64

5.07

6:54

7,97

00,16014.1

5 5.26

7 6.47

8.09

3,97

5,21

6.44

7.76

-4.44.44-" 440044;,4 *AtfgOOW04 -

3 3,38

5 5.3.8

7 6.72

8.09

3.49

5.04

6,49

7.90

44, or z. t'emlegrAt '$/toft-f4s.

I
SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND. SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP. INTERPRETI NG THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

223
208



CAROLINE COUNTY (DENTON - RIVERVIEW JR HIGH)

TABLE° 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC 'SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGF LHILIREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL- AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

MANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 'IS)

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ' (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

DENTON

FEDERALSBURG

GREENSBORO

PRESTON

RIDGELY K-6 331 20.2 96.0

1

COL RICHARDSON JR HIGH 7-6 399 17.5 94.6

COL RICHARDSON SR HIGH 9-12 674 19.4 91.0

NORTH CAROLINE SR HI . 9-12 953 16.7 91.5

-

RIVERVIEW JR HIGH 7-84 555 18.8 94.0

.1.
SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72 -73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS

K-6 838 22.1 95.9

K-6 675 20.5 96.4.
,

K-6 601 19.4 96.0

K-6 475 19.5 96.2

27.9

31.9

29.9

23.4

15.4

e
20.8

32.8

53.9

30.5

1.0 13.7, 8.0 6.1 20:8 10.0 7299

2.0 10.5 '22.5 13.1 25.6 10.4 7217

2.0 9.3 20.5 16.1 26.7 10.4 72444

3.0 10.8 13.0 14.1 17.9 10.4 7616

2.0 8.8 10.3 12.3 17.5 10.8. 7616

1.0 11.2 14..0 15.6 14.9 11.0 7900

1.0 9.1 19.0 8.2 31.3 10.4 6903

1.0 7.8 20.0 11.3 '23.0 10.1 7416

1.0 12.2 13.0 9.0 18.9 10.5 7536

AND SOURCES OF DA7A PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

1'
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CAROLINE COUNTY (DENTON - RIVERVIEW JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT,SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CAROLINE COUNTY
SCHOOL sYsiLm

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPRCRENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-.
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
CMCE

GE

MARY-
'LAND
NORM

DIFFER* AVERAGE
LNCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

oiFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

COFFER*
ENCE-

DENTON 3 90.2 3.27 2.90 .37 3.43, 2.94 .49 3.70 3.33 .37 3.28 3.04 .24
5 90.5 4.77' 4.99 -.22 5.15 5.04 .11 5.17 5.04 5.27 -.23

FEDERALSBURG 3 104.0 3.48 3.79 -.31 3.7b 3.07 4.17 4.25 -.08 3.62 3.84 -.22

5 97.7 4.82 4.92 -.10 5.06 4.97 .09 5.40 5.21 .19 5.09 5.20 -.11

GREENSBORO 3 100.6 3.36 3.57 -.21 3.59 3.64 -.65, 3.A1 4.02 -.21 3.42 3.65 -.23

5 96.1 4.88 4.78 .10 4.93 4.04 .09 4.96 5.08 *.12- 4.99 5.07 ..011

PRESTON 3 98.3 3.45 3.43 .02 3.54 3.48 .06 4.02 3.87 .15 3.49 3.51 -.02

5 95.7 4.53 4.74 -.21 5.05 4.80 .25 5.18 5.05 .13 5.00 5.04 *.04

RIDGELY 3 98.3 3.84 3.43 .41 4.01 3.48 .53 4.27 3.87 .40 3.70 3.51 .19
5 96., 5.07 4.84 .23 5.27 4.89 .38 5.50 5..14 .36 5.06 5.13 -.05

COL RICHARDSON JR HI 7 98.4 6.46 6.56 -.10 6.61 6.60 .01 6.57 6.71 *.14 6.62 6.84 -.22

COL RICHAROSON SR HI 9 95.5 7.77 . 7.75 .02 7.50 7.b9 .11 7.59 7.82 -.23 7.96 7.89 .07

NORTH CAROLINE SR HI 9 97.1 8.00 47.96 .04 8.13 7.90 .23 7.91 8.00 -.09 7.84 0.08

RIVERVIEW JR HIGH 7 95.3 6.36 6.22 .14 6.49 6.29 .20 6.33 6.42 -.09 6.38 6.52 *.14

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

ik
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT-INFORMATION

4.2.7 Carroll County

Introduction

The staff and faculties of Carroll County recognize
individual pupil growth and development as a first priority. -To

meet this goal, curriculum writers and teachers have defined
their programs, wherever possible, in terms of pupil performance;
and through a system of diagnosis and prescriptions have sought
to provide programs tailored to'student needs. This is implicit
in the county philosophy of "Accept and Challenge."

The State Accountability Plan provides a-schedule and,
an organization for continued improvement in curriculum develop-
ment and program modification.

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

In the Maryland Accountability Program Report( 1973-74,
Carroll County listed its-system goals in reading, writing, and
mathematics. Based upon these goals, committees of teachers
compiled catalogs in these three areas during the summer of 1974.

0
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Schools were asked to adopt the catalogs as sources of objec-
tives and were given the option of adding, deleting, or other-
wise changing individual items to suit the needs of their
students.

Committees were established at,each school for this
purpose. In at least one instance, the entire language arts
and math departments were given released time in which to de- .

velop school level objectives. Subject area supervisors acted
as consultants in these workshops. The changes recommended
by the schools were submitted to the Local Coordinator of Ac-
countability and the subjectriarea supervisors for review and
approval. A report was made to the Accountability Task Force.

Changes were minimal. Within the designated time,
all elementary, middle, and senior high schools had met their
aspect of the State Accountability Plan. A record of each
school's compliance is on file in the central office.

B.. Local Assessment Activities

In addition to the testing required by the State Ac-
countability,Plan, Carroll County received permission to test
in Grades 4-, 6, and 8 with Form 6 of the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills.' With Maryland State Department of Education funding,
unique pupil identification numbers were assigned to all stu-
dents so that, in subsequent years, growth pattetns for indi-
vidual pupils can be determined as they move through the grades.

There are three schools engaged in pilot programs in
reading and mathematics. Using the McGraw-Hill Criterion-Re-
Referenced Program, teachers at Taneytown Middle and Westminster
Area Middle Schools are testing and prescribing individual pro-'
grams for more than 500 students in mathematics. At Charles
Carroll Elementary School, approximately 135 students are work-
ing in individualized programs in reading. High school reading
teachers, using the High Intensity Learning Systems, screen in-
coming ninth grade students and groups of upper grade students
to discdver reading deficiencies. More than 900 students a year
are administered individual programs.

Using the local Early Intervent Kindergarten Project
as a base, Carroll County implemented' the tate's Early Identif i-
cation Program. The program is now in the second year. In a.
separate Federally funded program, children of ages 0-5 are,
evaluated for potential risk with the Denver Developmental
Screening Test.- Since PREP's inception (Potential Risk Early
Pre-KindergartenY in June 1974, more-than 1,400 children have
been assessed.

dr) C' r,
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C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results
e.

A review of test scores seems to indicate no signifi-
cant difference,in pupil performance between 1975 and the pre-
ceding year. _Very little change is anticipated in any single

year.

While test scores may yield some valuable information
in regard to long term trends, accountability and testing com-
mittee members and other staff persons in Carroll County feel
More concern for individual pupil performance and growth. 'For
this reason, an item analysis was made available to each-school.
Faculties studied the results and are incorporating into their
programs whatever revisions seem appropriate. In addition, the
Supervisors of Language Arts and Mathematics completed a study.
- of the item Analysis on the county level as a guide in curriculum
'revision. 44

D. Program Modification Activities

As indicated in the introduction, Carroll County is

committed to a system of individual diagnosis and prescription.
In support of this position, supervisors and committees of
teachers have developed or are developing performance objectives
in a number of areas: physical education, vocational education,
special education, and social studies. Additional math objec-
tives have been developed in Algebra I and II and in basic mathe-
matics. To complement the reading and writing program, catalogs.
of opjectives have'been compiled in listening apd speaking. For
example, in vocational education skills, checklists accompany
the objectives and provide a permanent record of pupil perform-
ance for a student's personal use and for employment purposes.

Several interdisciplinary projects are also in opera-
tion. A Career Awareness Now (CAN) program will reach all
eldnentary schools by 1976-77. Teachers of all disciplines in
Middle and senior high schools make improved language skills a

part of their course objectives through.Project BLAST (Bettor
Language Arts.Skills and Techniques).

E. Otamet Needs for Resourcgq to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services LA

One unmet need in Carroll County is for art improved
writing assessment instrument. Specialists in language arts
agree that larger aspects of the composition process are not
included in the Iowa Tests of BaSic Skills.

a
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Programs for highly able students are also needed. Fund- ,

ing from Federal, state, or local sburcep would help to expand the
-total educational program in this area.

F. General Comments
.

. . .

-While the staff inarroll County support the concept
of accountability and are pledged to meet state requi nts in
the area, specialists in testing are suggesting that. ,udy/
comparison-be made of the national and state norming p cedures.
The staff plans to develop a five7-year educational design that
would establish a relationship among the various disciplines,
outline common goals, set griorities, and assign shared respon-
sibility. Allocation of financial resources and cost analysis
of programs would then properly relate to a county plan for
meeting the instructional needs of students.

'ti ti
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CARROLL COUNTY-

TABLE 1. SYSTEr LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

41-

A. COOUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

. PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED - T

SCHOOL BGE CHILDWEN

76,646 11,939 7.11,. '

(4)
1

(5)

EDUCATIONACLEVEL EDUCATIONAL LE1qL ('

MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS .

OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.0 10.7

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

°AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

18,746 . $10,932 319,225 8.3 20.6

(11)
-/-i

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

14.1X 18.6 94.7i

.C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (.FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER'PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(171
I

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURIES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRRTION '

$974.77 $715.22 73.41
k

$30.181
I

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL .

SERVICES

3.12 $20.18 2.1X

,

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 6'0-65, FOR-DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY

TNBL6i2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS foror

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

34-

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS

VOCABULARY

Q.

3 1)1

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
Yrifri

IS/
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES

16/

STANDARD
DEVIATION

17/
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES

^r 1

4.114 1.4''''N1400;44.0r3L.,.1AWNIOCIOW

uU.U0. .iS b.Ub 3.130

fel

STANDARD
DEVIATION

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.54 1.49

7 1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.12 1.84

9

-YIP) ':11:101410r

L2)

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION ,

13/

SPELLING

4

1558 97.68

1347 100.UO 16

103.2 15.66 8.61 1.97

-14100111ftgrrilii.tc:44~24to.. z.,104104:9
104.8 16.06 4.00 1.23

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.65 1.50

.7 1527 100.00 106.2 14.53 7.16 1.71

9

5

7

9

14)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3

5

7

151

PUNCTUATION '

3

5

7

9

1558 92.63 4 103,7 15.66 8.76 1.81

.:4-111..eMby .114E061:WQ.4310'"/ v/1401104416Ax We',440*Gi4,44'i'Aej AtiONISAlc ". "IA
134 7 100.00 16 104.8 16.06 4.52 1.34

1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 6.06 1.70

1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.34 2.12

1558 92.68 4 103.2 15.66 I911 2.24

1347 100.00 16 104.8 16.06 4.44 1.25

1502 7 100.00 '13 104.8 14.37 6.17 1.66

1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.47 2.07

15511 92.68 103.2 15.66 11.48 2 29

1347 100.00 16 104.8 16.0& 4.50 1.42

1502 100.00 13 10.4.8 14.37 5.95 1.64

1527 100.00 106.2 14.53 7.24 2.04

15511 92.68 103.2, 15.66 2.25

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66...67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

(11

GRADE

(21

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(3)

-PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TOTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

fSD)

I (71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
. SCORES

(GE)

III

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SW

(61

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1347 .00 16 104.1 16.06 4.03 1.36

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.69 1.71

7 1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.TS3 7.20 2.02

9 1551 92.68 4 103.2 15. 8.12 2.21

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3 1347 100.00. 16 104.8 16.06 4.37 3..20

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.97 1.51
.

7. 1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.31 1.82

All

9 1.558 92,68 4 '103,2 15.66 8.42 2.01

4, .V. r 't- .7519. es ',Piete' ".1411004W

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1347 300.00 16 104.8 16.06 3.91 .97

1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.98 1.43

7 1527 /00.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.68 1.65

9 1558 92.68 4 103.2 15.66 9.06 1.86

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1347 100.00 16 104. 16.06 3.79 1.87

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8
i

14.37 5.60 1.32

7 1527 100.00 7 106.2 14.53 7.26 1.56

1 3.556 92.61 4 103.2 15.66 8.80 1.82
N

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 1347 100.00 16 104.8 16.06 3.85 .97

5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14.37 5.79 1.30

7 1527 .00 7 106.2 14.53 7.47 1.51

,o. .

. 1558

NAlit'4 .

92 68
7.*P4A. 144.1;114

103,7
. 44144,4,

.

5.66

.4.,.4-pph

8 93
: 4 ' ..- 0

4 IRE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS AND SOURCES OP DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE
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CARROLL COUNTY

TABLE. 2A. SYSTEM. LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF AR I (1973-1974) WITH /YEA II (1974-1975) DATA IN A RAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES!
AND4AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 1974 1974 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

3 103,8 104.8

104.6 104.8

7 102.8 106.2

107.1 103.2
.." ' $`44,;:.-.4,1":44 E '4.r:

7 7,24 7

9 8.86 8.61

IIIIMIRMIR2311111111U3 3.86 4.00
READING

COMPREHENSION

5 5.67 5.65
7 7.37 7.16

9.03 8.76
.:$10,2KQ.77.1ir `"4:44446*A'Jn

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

4.26 4,37
' 5 5.82 5.97

7 , 7.22 7.31

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL'

3.84 3.85
5 5.83 5.79

7,60 7,47

* SEE CHAPTER 3,"PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM- DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

2 3
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CARROLL COUNTY (CHARLES CARROLL - SYKESVILLE)

TAM' 4. SCHOOL LEVEL --COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

.

PERCEN r
PERCENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

it ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER

-

ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME 111 t2) (1) 141 (51 161'' 17) teLP ' 19) 1101 '111)0 112)

CHARLES CARROLL K-5 315 19.7 '95.6 15.0 1.0 '5.1 10.0 18.7 4.8 10.2 9853

EAST END PRIMARY K-4 2aa 19.9 95.4 14.5 0.5 9.5 42.0 6.9 7.1 11.1 9495

ELDERSBURG K-5 777 20.4 94.7 36.0 2.0 7.4 13.6 7.9 4.4 10.4 11,396

ELMER A WOLFE K-4 432 19.2 96.5 21.5 1.0 10.1 32.0 4.4 11.2 10.0 8938

FREEDOM DISTRICT K-5 740 21..4 95.6 33.5 1.0 7.2 22.a 5.e 2.2 11.5 11,237

HAMPSTEAD K-6 772 20.9 95.8 35.0 2.0 4.5 10.3 5.4 7.e 10.7 10,271

S

MANCHESTER 'K -6 916 21.3 96.3 41.0 2.0 e.6 12.1 11.6 8.7 10.2 10,057

., .

...

MECHANICSVILLE K-5 558 26.e 95.1 19.8 1.0 7.9 25.0 19.2 5.2 10.9 10,302

'..

MOUNT AIRY K-5 627 19.6 , 95.9 31.0 1.0 6.7 26.0 12.5 9.4 11.0 10,571

ROB'ERT MOM( PRIMARY K-4 289 19.3 95.0 14.0 1.0 8.6 9.0 6.7 4.0 11.5 11,458

0-
SANDY MOUNT K-5 477 21.2 96.5 21.5 1.0 10.2 21.0 a.9 11.8 . 10.a 10,372

TANEYTOWN K-4 4a7 21.2 95.a 22.0 1.0 9.9 30.0 a.7 a.a 9.7 9166 /.

UNIONTOWN K -4 143 26.0 97.1 4.5 1.0 7.5 45.0 9.1 . 9.6 10.2 9803

2

WEST END PRIMARY K-4 es 13.5 96.4 5.0 0.5 10.8 42.0 25.0 6.7 11.0 931a

,MLLIAM WINCHESTER K-4 701 22.6 95.5 29.0 2.0 a.0 25.5 3.2 6.5 10.9 10.4a1

WINFIELD K-5 433 21.0 96.1 19.6 1.0 6.4 7.0 21.3 6.9 11.1 11,035

MOUNT AIRY MIDDLE 6-a 572- 18.5 96.1 29.0 2.0 7.5 16.3 19.3a 7.7 11.0 10,73a

NEW WINDSOR

i a

5-a 539 20.0 95.9 26.0 1.0 10.2 17.0 18.5 9.6 10.1 9153

SYKESVILLE 6-a 835 20.4 95.5 39.0' 2.0 6.5 11.5 9.7 3.3 10.7 11,296

to,

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY (CHARLES CARROLL SYKESVILLE)

. -

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA,COMPARED wira MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CARROLL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER--AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

LAND ENCE LAND ENCE 4: LAND. ENCE LAND ENCE.

SAS GE NORM GE NORM Q0 .-NORM GE NORM
. ,

CHARLES CARROLL 3 101.8 3.42 3.65 -.23 3.49 3.72 " -.23 3.82 4.10 -.28 3676 3.72 +.04

5 102.3 5.07 5.32 -.25 5.21 5.36 -.15 5.66 5460 +.06 5.72 5.57 +.15
r

'EAST ENO PRIMARY 3 98.3 3.38 3.43

ELDERSBURG

ELMER A WOLFE

FREEDOM DISTRICT

HAMPSTEAD

MANCHESTER

MECHANICSVILLE

-.05 3.66 3.48 +.18 4.15 3.87 +.28 3.46

S

3 103.2. 3.72 3.74 -.02 3.85 3.81 +.04 4.18

5 103.7 5.53 .5.45 4.00 5.56 5.48 +.08 6.01

3.51 -.05

4.19 3.58 3.80 -.22
5071 5.45 5.68 -.23

3 100.1 3.65 3.54 +.11 3.61 3.60 4.01 3.97 3.99 -.02 3 71 3.62 +.09

3 113.3 4.39 4.39 +.00 4.48 4.49 -.01 4.71 4.87 -.16 4.37 4.38 -.01

5_ 111'9 6.11 °6.17 -.06 6.05 6.47 -.12 6.56 6.40 +.16 6.22 6.33 -.11

3 104.3 3.93 3.81 +.12 3.97 +.08 4.46 . 4.27 +.19 3.80 3.86 .06
5 104.1 5.55 5.48 +.07 5.66 /5.51. +.15 5.79 5.75 +.04 5.74 5.71 +.03'

3 103.3 4.23 3.75 +.40 4.07 3.82 +.25 4.66 4.20 +.46 3.71 3.80: -.09

5 103.3 5.72 5;41 +.31 6.02 5.44 ..515 6.30 5.68 +.62 5.97 5.65 +.32

'3 97.8 3186 3.39 4.47 3.83 3.45 +.38 4.26 3.84 +.42 3.79 3.48 4:31

5. 104.5 5.71 5.52 +.19 5.53 5.55 -.02 5.79 5.78 +.01 6.19 5.74 .45

MOUNT AIRY ELEM 3 103.6 3.75 3.77 -.02 3.92 3.04 +.08 4.28 4.22 +.06 3.92 3.82 +.10

5 102.7 5.36 5.36 4.02 5.42 5.39 +.08 5.73 5.63 +.10 5.05 5.60 -.55

ROBERT MOTOR PRIMARY 3 107.5 4.02 4.02. 4.00 4.11 4.10 +.01 4.37 4.48 +.11 3.92 4.05 -.13

SANDYMOUNT 3 109.7 4.07 4.16 -.09 4.60 4.25 +.35 5.26 4.63 +.63 4.41 4.17 +.24
5 108.3 6.21 5.85 +.36 6.28 5.87 +.41 6.48, 6.10 +.38 6.20 6.05 +.15

TANEYTOwN 3 106.7 3.48 3.97 ..,.99 3.79 4.05 -.26 3.99 4.43 '".44 3.71 4.00 -.29

Al

UNIONTOWN 3 104.0 3.92 3.79 +.13 4.05 3.87 +.18 4.5Q 4.25 +.25 3.78 3.84 -.06

WEST END PRIMARY 3 112.3 4.22 4.33 -.11 4.51 4.42 +.09 4.79 4.80 -.01 4.27 4.32 -.05

WILLIAM WINCHESTER 3 107.4 3:96 4.01 -.05 4.24 4.09 +.15 4.56v 4.47 +.09 4 3.95 4.04 -.09

. .

WINFIELD 3 104.9* 3.81 3.85 -.04 3.92 3.93 -.01 4.04 4.31 -.27 3.69 3.90 -.21

5 101.5 5.34 5.25 4.09 5.39 ° 5.29 +.10 5.51 5.53 -.02 5.60 5..50 +.10

MOUNT AIRY MIDDLE 7 103.7 6.86 7.14 -.20 6.87 7.13 '0,26 '7,08 7.22 7.20 7.38 ...ll!'

NEW WINDSOR

SYKESVILLE

5 100.0 5.21 5.12 +.09. 5.32 5.17 +.15 5.61 5.40 +.21 5.48 5.38 +.10

7 109.9 7.75 7.61 -.06 7.76 7.76 +.00 8.05 7.81 4.24 8.00 8.02 -.02

7 107.2 , 7.14 7.52 -.38 7.15 7.49 -.34 7.25 7.55 -.30 7.41 7.74 -.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (*I ACCOMPANYING0TIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY (TANEYTOWN MIDDLE.- WESTMINSTER HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

ti

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
ZATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(3)

'PERCCEPT
AVERAGE
DAILY'

AIIIN
DANCE
(4)

TOTAL Nn.
VERACL YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
Dcratrr
OK ABOVE

(9)

SCHOOL AGL CHILDRLN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN

TION OF
MOTHER
(11)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOML
($)
(12)

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
(7)

ADMIN.
(0

TANEYTOWN MIDDLE 5-8 489 18.8 95.8 25.0 1.0 7.8 17.5 11.5 8.9 9.7 9170

WESTMINSTER EAST 5-8 945 18.9 96.3 48.0 2.0 9.5 12.5 16.0' 5.1 11.0 10,373

WESTMINSTER WEST 5-0 1,042 18.9 95.9 53.0 2.0 12.7 17.5 20.0 7.0 10.8 10,096

FRANCES SCOTT KEY SR HI 9-12 980 19.8 91.9 46.$ 3.0 9.1 16.3 18.2 10.3 9.9 91.84

NORTH CARROLL SR JR 7-12 1,387 19.8 93.7 67.0 3.0 9.0 18.4 27.1 9.3 10.4 10,150

SOUTH CARROLL .SR HIGH 9-12 1,660 20.0 92.7 79.0 4.0 7.1 17.5 21.7 5.8 10.8 11,075

WESTMINSTER HIGH 9-12 2,149 25.9 93.1 78.0 5.0 9.5 19.6 33.7 /66.6 10.9 10,222

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY (TANEYTOWN MIDDLE WESTMINSTER HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASE! ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CARROLL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE
' LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM- GE NORM GE NORM GE

TANEYTOWN MIDDLE 5 105.7 4.94 5.62 ...68

7 106.0 4.56 7.39 .83

WLSTMINSTER EAST 5 106.1 5.48 5.66
7 104.3 7.06 7.20

WLSTMINSTER WEST 5 105.6 5.62 5.61 4.01
7 107.2 7.53 7.52 ...19

OW
FkANCIS SCOTT KEY SR 9 101.0 8.12 8.39 .2.7

.

NORTH CARROLL SR JR 7 105.8 7.06 7.36 -.30
9 103.2 8.50 8.64 -.14

SOUTH CARROLL SR RI 9 102.7 8.62 8.58. 4.04

WESTMINSTER HIGH 9 104.7 8.89 8.82 +.07

5.21 5.65 -.44 5.89 5.88 +.01 5.91

6.77 7.37 7.29 7.44 -.15 7.36

5.71 5.68 4.03 5.75 5.91 -.16 5.95
7.08 7.19 -.11 7.08 . 7.28 7.27

5.80 5.64 +.24 6.28 5.87 +.41 5.78
7.33 7.49 .16 ., 7.45 7.55 -.10 7.78

8.40 8.33 +.07 8.12 8.36 +.24 8.69

...

7.16 7.35 -.19 7.26 7.42 -.16 7.38
8.76. 8.58 +.18 8.35 8.58 -.23 9.10

8.67 8.52 4.15 8.32 8.53 -.21 8.75

9.01 8.76 +.25, 8.70 8.73 .034 9.14

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FDR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK f4.) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES,
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FtRI INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MARY-
LAND
NORM

DTFFER+
ENCE

.

5.84 +.07
7.62 -.26

5.87 +.08
7.44 +.17

5.83 -.05
7.74 +.04

8.48 +.21

7.60 -.22
8.72 +.38

8.66 +.09

8.88. +.26

AND



LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.8 Cecil County

A. Present Status of the ALpuntability Program

All Cecil County public schools have completed the task.N
of developing school level objectives_ that are consistent with
state and county goals in reading, writing, and mathematics.
These objectives have been reproduced in quantity by t central

office and copies have been distributed to all principhls, li-

brarians; elementary classroom teachers,, and secondary teachers

of language arts and mathematics.

A committee coAposed of teachers, principals, an super-

visors met in the summer of 1974, to develop a set of proposed
school objectives in reading, writing, and mathematics that would
constitute a standard level of expectancy for students. The pro-

posed objectives were written as minimal, terminal objectives to

be met at the completion of Grades 2, 5, 8, and 12. They were
intended to be met by the typical Cecil County student; the'above-

average student would be expected to surpass the objectives, but

the below-average student might not meet the objectives At the .

terminal points listed.

.0 0
Iv t)
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These sets Of proposed objectives were distributed to
the individual schools in September 1974. Schools were-informed
that these objectives could be adopted verbatim or that they
pould be modified (subject to the approval, of the System Steering
Committee) to meet the specific needs of their student population.
Each principal then appointed a faculty committee to examine the
proposed objectives and to recommend adoption Or modification of

r each. Recommendations from each school were forwarded to the
1 System Steering Committee for its approval.

The nine - member System Steering Committee, composed of
three elementary supervisors, three secondary supervisors, the co-
ordinators of elementary and secondary education, and the assist-
ant superintendent carefully reviewed the recommendations from
each school. With respect-to each modification proposed by a
school, the System Steering Committee could take one of three
actions: (1) reject the proposed change; (2) accept the change
as a desirable one for all schools in the county; or (3) accept
the change as a modification of the objective for the individual
school having proposed the change.

The following is an example of how an individual school
staff could modify a standard systemwide objective:

Standard systemwide,objective:-

1BI1. "Upon request of the teacher, the stu-
dent who has completed the-fifth grade
will read any five-digit numeral cor-
rectly."

This same objectiveas modified for students
of the Cecil Manor Elementary School by the
local school staff reads as follows:

1BI1. "Upon request of the teacher, the stu-
dent who has co pleted the fifth grade
will read any s x-digit numeral,cor-
rectly."

This modification met Wth the 'approval pf the System
Steering Committee. Based upon eir knowledge of their students,
the local school staffcconsidere the modified objective tai be
more appropriate. Thus, this obj ctive has been uniquely set for
their students.

The review process culminated in the production of a
107-page listing of School Objectives for Mathematics - Reading -
Writing for Cecil County Public Schools, which became effective
on September 1, 1975.
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The professional staff of the d6cil CoUnty Public
Schools is pleased with the outcome of the goal and objective .

setting process. The set'of objectives developed should act as
a guide to provide the students of Cecil County with a solid.
foundation in the skills of reading, writing, and mathematics.
The'objectives will be implemented in all county classrooms
and every effort will be made to meet them. However, county
educators remain prepared to adjust or'modify objectives where
such changes are deemed appropriate.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Having established specific objectives that become
effective on September 1, 1975, each school must now begin de-
veloping the assessment tasks to determine whether or not
"typical" students are Inepting the established goals and objec-
tives. On the basis of students' performance on these assessment
tasks, the appropriateness of the objectives themselVes must
also be determined.

The first year's experience in the use of school and
systemwide objectives will help to answer such questions as
the following: Are/the objectives realistic? Can typical
students reach the expected level of proficiepcy of each check-
'point? Do the objeCtives need changes in wording for clarifica-
tion? These and other similar questions must be answered.

Guides have been completed.and others are planned to
assist teachers in developing appropriate assessment tasks., For
example, in the goal area of writing, A Guide For Classroom
Teachers...K-8 has been completed. This guide suggests tasks that
may be used to help students develop the skills required by each
objective. These same or similar tasks may be used to assess
student progress in skill development.

Sample assessment tasks have also been designed to
help teachers check on the skill development of their students
in the first three levels of matheiatics and the first six levels
of reading. Similar assessment tasks will be developed for all
18 math levels and for all 24 reading levels.

Many of the objectives are writen so that student pro-
gress in meeting them can be assessed Wa teacher-made test. In
order to provide some uniform assessment of student progress
in meeting the objectives, the System Steering Committee has been
given the task of compiling a sample listing of appropriate
items that teachers might use in developing such teacher -,made
tests.
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C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The second year of testing under the accountability
program ,provided Cecil County with additional statistical data
pertaining to the achievement of students in the third, fifth,
seventh, and ninth grades in reading, writing, and mathematics:-
However, since the second year of testing involved a different
group of students from those tested during the first year, it is
still impossible at this time to use these data to evaluate
growth in achievement of individual students or groups o4 stu-
dents. This type of evaluation should be possible after the third
year of the testing program at which time the first group'of
students will be tested a second time.

The test data-does allow for the comparison of the aver-
age grade equivalent scores of county students to that of the
average grade equivalent scores of the students throughout the
State of Maryland. It also'allows for the comparison of the aver-
age Grade Equivalent Score of students in each Cecil County school
to that of all other schools throughout the state that have stu-
dent populations of similar ability. Such comparisons show that
the average scores for Cecil County compare favorably to the
average score for the State of Maryland. Of 40' Grade Equivalent
Scores reported for Cecil County (scares for 10 skill areas at
each of four grade levels), 57 percent are equal to or above'
the average score reported 'for. the state. None of the 40 scores'
are significantly below the state average.

More specifically, the test data shows.that the mathe-
matics and reading comprehension programs of Cecil County are
comparable to those throughout the state. Although performance in
language skills is slightly below the state average, scores for the
tests in this area are, for the most part, higher than those obtained
last year, especially in the areas of spelling and capitilization.

It should also be noted that the overall performance of
the ninth grade is above the state average; eight out of ten
,scores reported for the ninth grade were above the state.average.

The professional staff of the Cecil County public school
system will continue to make use of the test data as an aid in
its ongoing efforts to improve programs of instruction. Exten-
sive use is being made of the test data to identify specific"
areas where student performance was low. As these areas are
identified, efforts are being made to evaluate this performance
in light of the county's stated goals and objectives. Where the
test data indicate a need,'modifications to existing programs
will be developed and implemented.
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D.

ti

Program. Modification Activities

During the 1974-751 school year, members of the central
office staff met with school, principals and teachers to identify
Ways to modify existing curricula, teaching techniques, and staff-
ing patterns in an effort to bring about increased student achieve-
ment. It was evident from the test scores of Cecil County stu-
dents that the greatest need existed in the areas of language
and vocabulary. To address this need, a committee composed of
teachers, principals, and supervisors met in the-summer of 1975

to establish a guide that would complement each local school's
objectives in writing. The committee members focused upon .
developing a logical and continuous sequence of writing skills to
be taught to pupils from kindergarten through eighth grade. ,

The sequence of skills developed by the committee is
specifically:related to those program objectives that deal with
writing proficiency rather than the objectives that deal with .

personal attitudes and appreciations. The committee felt that
attitudes and appreciations usually stem from a solid background
in basic writing skills.

Another instructional committee met durihg the 1974-75
school year to pr duce a curriculum guide for ninth grade language
arts classes. Th working draft of the document that

i
was developed

provides both rei forcement of the middle school work in language
arts and a transition to the elective English courses that stu-
dents will be taking in Grades 10, 11, and 12. Students are to
be diagnostically assessed in the basic skill areas at the begin-
ning of the ninth grade so that the language arts program can be
geared specifically to their areas of weakness. In addition, all
students will be given an introduction to the basic types of
literature by the end of ninth grade."

.
Steps have also been taken to improve other programs.

A pilot program in mathematics was introduced in one middle school.
Additional maters is have been evaluated and purchased for stu-
dents who are unarachievers in mathematics and evaluation of
the (basal') mathematics series used in our elementary and middle
schoolp is being carried out during the 1975-76 school year.

Program modifications also occurred in high school
chemistry, physics, and science curricula during the 1974-75
school year. A revised and updated ninth grade health guide was

produced, and a comprehensive business education curriculum was
developed and implemented at the high school level.



O

E. ,Unmet Need a for psesources to Permit Improvement of
Program and Services

The state accountability program has reemphasized the
need for additional personnel in our county. The many responsi-
bilities of coordinating and implementing the accountability
progra9 itself have been assumed to present staff who must carry
this load in addition to their previously assigned responsibili-
ties. At least one additional person is needed to fill the role
of Coordinator of Accountability and supervise all aspects of
the program including test administratiop, analysis of test data,
test interpretation for ataff and public, and local-stateiiaison.

The adcountabliity program has added a sizeable burden
to the already strained local budget. It has'necessitated the
addition large expenditures in supplies and materials just
to prov' e each teacher with copies of the object4es and accom-
panying skill guides. Additional funds have had to be used- to
develop, duplicate, and disseminate reports to parents and the
public on the results of the testing program. These direct ex-
penditures are in addition to the cost of all the staff time that
has gone into meeting the demands of the accountability program.
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CECIL COUNTY

TABLE I. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)
.6.

o PERCENt
DISADVANTAGED .

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

55.407 10.4.89 11.5

_

(4)

406CATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

.

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.6 11.4

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER. 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

WOLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(S)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS'S

TEACHING GACHIN
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

13.473 810.744 $18,617 8.2 13.6

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
.RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

.

18.12 21.0 93.42

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR
a INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES.P

FOR CENTRAL
OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

8879.68 8637.91 72.52 823,1

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
'SERVICES

2.62 $6.34 0.72

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CECIL COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE'EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

. SKILL
ARFAS

..

III

VOCABULARY

0"0,Abge.'..r..,ott

-(1)
.

rannr
.

3

12)

NUMBER OE
STUDENTS
rkinni 1 rn

...1 ,...414 t Af yt. .

96

13T

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
Tr(Tln

rvoi:44344344,

9.5)8

(4)

NUMBER OF
A SCHOOLS'

Tr"Trh

.< g..: - 4.4Yogri,..
lb

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
I:A'lt . ..e4-Poitia020P.

102.0

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

1,11)

: 001i4c---air
15.44

(7)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
r

. ri sr

3.56

IS)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

k .,.

1.08

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.09 1.58

7 1145 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.74 1.83

9

.04K.A44t
i

1050 82.29 5 102.2 14.68 8.55 1,97

A 3 ,- ...tr.-At
915

,',.ViiiktiO4; ,it: 44.44$4" no, , .qa/pottore..tr...,..
102,0

eimieter7.41,.
15.44

... s...

3.72 <

tve,t4, .

1.22t2)

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

.10.1,10,....r, .

(3)

SPELLING

95,38 16.

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 , ', 14.88 5.25 1.46

7 1145 94.59 6 100,6 ,14.79 6,90 1.64

. ,,..2."c

3

1050
7,. 4. Od.r.;* 0

975

82.29

Vt. t i . 'titglitAllr
95.38

1, 4 v.1911111114
1D2.2

4 f .,,,,,,

14.68

P4WrJ''141#0140#01W'iV
15.44

8.63

alet,4".
4.12

1.74

e

1.4016 102.0

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.32 1.7

7 1145 . 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.80 2.05

9 1050 2.29 5 102.2 14.68 8.49 2.1

14)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 975 95.38 16 102.0 15.44 3.88

r

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.28 1.50

7 1145 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.99 1.98

9 1050 2.29 5 102.2 14.6$ .00 2.11

(5)

PUNCTUATION

.

3 975 95.38 16 102.0 15.44 3.93 1.41

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.29 1.51

7 1145
0

94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.83 1.96

9
1050 2.29 5 1Q2.2 14.68 8.31 2.14

SE! CHAPTER 3, PAGES 64-47, FOR DEFINITION OF 'VW AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CECIL COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13/

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED .

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD r

AGE
SCORE
1SASI

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)

GRADE
EQUIVALENT

SCORES
(GE/

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION
...MI

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

-

3 175 95.38 16 102.0 15.44 3.74 1.37

5 1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.4 1.64

7 1145 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.62 1.98

9, 1050

.

82.29 5 102.2 14.6 8.20 2.21

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

mcomm=i251
(c1

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 975 95.38 16 102.0 15.44 3.92 1.18

5 114,1 95.71 16 101,8 14.88 5.26 1.40

7 1145 , , 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.81 1,73

3

050 82.2Q S 102.2 14.6N 8.45 1 RR

1.00.
sr ,,....N

Sita.30

-..,..114,, Jimier:,44M41411114014:1:6,pai

915 6

16 )--

1Ut. .44
.

.

5 1141 95.71 101.8 14.88 5.75 1.45 -

7 1145 94.59 6 1004$ 14.79 7.31 '1.67

9 1050 82.29 5 102.2 14.68 8.93 1.84

(9,

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 975 75.38 16 102.0 15.44 3.72 1.09

5 '1141 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.41 1.33

7 1145 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 7.02 443

9 1050 2.29 5

1----

102.2 14.68 .61 1.77 "

1101

MATHEMAT1CAL

TOTAL

r. itfr./11449V44

3 975 95.38 16 1

16

6

102.0

101.8

100.6

15.44
__.

8

14.79

3.75

5.58

7,16

.99

1.31 i

1,55

5 1141 95.71

7 1145 94.59

9

? -41100014.006

1050

'k

82.24 5 102.2

...on.

14.68 8.77
L i ..01440140 -

1.M
; .

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA,PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE:
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CECIL COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITHNEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORESq AND AVERAGE GRA... EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL'YEAR

1974 1975

3 98,0 102,0

NONVERBAL'''' 5 100.4 101,8
ABILITY

7 101.1 ' 100.6

9 101,2 102,2

. 3 3,33 3.55
.

VOCABULARY 5 5.04 5.09

7 6,79 6.74
,

8.38 8,55
trq 4,. ,,-..ew, 7-.! ' -1400- - r; ,00;;W,, .'t .040..,4;

3 3.47 3;72

READING 5 5,20 5.25
COMPREHENSION

7 6,96 6.90
.
.

- 9 8,41 .- 8.63
--+ r .;, -. .:-.twiikk,- : ...-f.s.r.'; , ,.,*-it, ,., .. t. ipotr.,t

3 3.65 3.92

' LANGUAGE--- 5 5.25 5.26

TOTAL
7 6,68 6.81

. 9 8,15 8.45

''''' ',-;...4:t. ...0.-, Ail004 ,e '13SMOk.: .: 44:4061x4,1, =

3 , ° 3.54 , 3,75

MATHE1ATICAL 5 5.57 - 5.58

TOTAL
7 7.27, 7,16

i

9 8.59 8.77

,07-6,. :- iw 4riv o,ot.' 11 ,5-.

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70 -71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
Fok INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

0 f
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CECIL COUNTY (BAINBRIDGE ELKTON MIDDLE)

TABLE'3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*.

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
.

PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/. DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (1)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (21 11) (4) (5) J6) 17) (8) (9) (101 (11) (12)

BAINBRIDGE . K-6 472 24.8 95.0 18.0 1.0 8:0 14..0 15.8 10.] 12.1 7701

DAY VIEW K-5 616' 25.7 94.8 23.0 1.0 5.1 13.0 16.7 11.3 11.1 9125

CALVERT 295 24.6 97.0 11.0 1.0 8.6 13.5 8.3 6.5 12.0 9963

tg?

CECIL MANOR k-5 '408 26.3 96.2 14.5 1.0 8.2 6.0 6.5 2.5 , 11.4 10344

CECILTON K-6 379 25.3 96.1 14.0, 1.0 10.4 10.0 13.3 4...20.4 11.2 7739

CHARLESTOWN K-5 180 24.0 95.0 6.5 1.0 4.5 15.0 20.' 18.0 11.0 119,49

CHESAPEAKE CITY K-6 484 26.2 96.5 17.5 1.0 8.3 9.0 16.2 17.6 11.0 8763

CONOWINGO K-6 384 25.6 95.4 14.0 1.0 12.2 7.0 20.0 12.9 11.1 8912

....

Y.

ELKTON ' K-5 274 21.1 94.0 12.0 1.0 4.5 9.5 ,7.7 20.5 10.6 8702

GILPIN MANOR .K-5 419 22.1 94.8 .18.0 1.0 7.8 15.5 10.5 3.,7 11.4 10134

HOLLY HALL 364 24.0 94.1 15.0 1.0 6.6 26.0 12.5. 11.4 10.7 8959 ,

KENMORE K-5 266 24.2 95.4 10.0 1.0 9o7 17.5 7.6 11.2 9999

LEEDS
..50)

K-5 29$ 22.9 97.2 12.0 1.0 4'.3 9.0 9.5 11.1 9765

NORTH EAST 609 25.4 94.8 23.0 1.0' 7.0 12.0 4.2 11:3 11.0 8989

ERRYVILLE,
li(:

, K-6 728 24.3 95.5 28.0 2.0 8.6 14.5 20.0 12.1 11.7 9136

, Q 0

RISING SUN K-6 575 ,25.0 96.0 22.0 1.0 12.7 23.0 13.0 6.4 11.9 9631

. ,

CHERRY HILL MIPLE 6-6 548 20.3 95.0 25.0 2.0 '7.7 14.3 33.3 6.6 11.2 10000

ELKTON MIDDLE 6 8 600 21.4 92.6 . 26.0 2.0 .- .9.4 10.$ 28.6 9.6 11.0 9425.

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR 'DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED THIS TABLE.
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CEC-.ILCOUNTY (BAINBRIDGE ELKTON MIDDLE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AV AGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CECIL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY I REAOING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATH MATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRipE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY -
LANO
NORM

1TIFFER AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

OIFFER
ENCE

BAINORIOGE 3 104.9 3.56 3.85 3.69 -.24
5 .104.4 5.19 5.51 . 5.57 5.54 +.03

*AY VIEW 3 99.7 '3.51 3.52 .01 3.64 3.58 +.06
5 97.2 4.76 4.87 -.11 4.98 4.93 4.05

CALVERT 3 109.8 4.12 4.17 .05 4.17 4.26 -.09
5 102.0 4.88 5.30 .42 5.21 5.33 -.12

I

CECIL MANOR 3 109.8 4.03 4.17 -.14 4.49 4.26 +.23
5 108.0 5.65 5.83 -.18 5.74 5.84 -.10

CECILTON 3 '101.7 3.22 3.64 -.42 3.49 3.71 -.22
5 101.3 4.87 5.23 -.36 4.92 5.27 -.35

CHARLESTOWN 3 103.7 3.54 3.77 -.23 3.72 3.85 ..13
5 100.6 4068 5.17- '..49 5.17 5.22 -.05

\

CHESAPEAKE CITY 3 99.0 3.40 3.47 -.07 3.45 3.53 ..08
5 101.6 5.02 5.26 -.24 5.11 5.30 -.19

CONOWINGO 3 105.3 3.46 3.R8 3.60 3.95 .".35
5 98.7 4.90 5.01 -.11 4.91 5.06 -.15

ELKTON 3 94.5 3.80 3.18 4.62 * 3.66 3.23 +.43

5 95.8 5.18 4.75 4.43 5.37 4.81 4.56

GILPIN MANOR 3 103.2 3.33 3.74 -.41 3.54 3.81 ...27

5 97.6 4.67 4.91 -.24 4.79 4.96 -.17

HOLLY HALL 3 96.4 3.24 3.30 -.06 3.26 3.36 -.10
5 102.4. 4.71 5,.33 -.62 4.94 5.37 -.43

KENMORE 3 100.9 3.85 3.59 4.26 3.80 3.66 +.14
5 105.9 5.67 5.64 4.03 5.82 5.66 +.16

LEEDS 3 101.3 3.46 3.62 3.69 -.01
5 100.9 4.92 5.20 5.29 5.24 +.05

NORTH EAST 3 98.8 3.31 3.46 -.15 3163 3.52 +.11
5 loio 5.12 5.28 ' 5.25 5.32 -.07

PERRYVILLE 3 103.3 3.68 3.75 -.07 3.89 3.82 +.07
5 104.5 5.20 5.52 .32 5.33 5.55 -.22

RISING SUN 3 102.6 3.83 3.70 4.13 3.82 3.77 +.05
5 105.3 5.87 5.59 4.28 5.88 5.61 +.27

CHERRY HILL MIOOLE 7 103.1 7.20 7.07 4.13 7.28 7.07 +.21

ELKTON MIOULE 7 98.8 6.44 6.60 -.16 6.51 6.64 -.13

AVERAGE MARY... OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.'
LANO ENCE LANO ENCE

GE NORM GE NORM

4.00 4.31 .31. 3.72 3.9 -.18
5.30 5.77 -.47 5.81 5.7 +.07

3.84 3.96 -.12 3.52 3.59 -.07
4.82 5.17 -.35 5.16 5.16 +.00

4.148 4.63 -.15 4.17 4.18 -.01
5.29 5.57 -.28 5.75 5.54 +.21

..

4.49 4.63 -.14 4.24 4.18 +.06
6.10 6.07 +.03 6.13 6.02 +.11

3.69 4.10 -.41 3.67 3.71 -.04
5.07 5.51 -.44 5.39 5:49 -.10

4.16 4.23 -.07 3.86 3.83 +.03
5.29 5.45 -.16 5.58 5.43 +.15

3.57 3.92 ''.35 3.44 3.55 -.11
5.38 5.54 -.16 5.50 5.51 -.01

3.60 4.33 -.73 * 3.61 3.92 -.31
5.14 5.30 -.16 5.34 5.28 +.06

3.82 3.62 +.20 3.59 3.29 +.30
5.10 5.05 +.05 5.17 5.05 +.12

3.69 4.19 -.50 3.76 3.80 -.04
4.64 5.20 -.S6 5.01 5.19

3.40 3.74 -.34 3.55 . 3.40 +.15
5.06 5..60 .'.54 5.19 5.58 ..39

3.84 4.04 -.20 3.80 3.66 +.14
5.39 5.90 4.51 6.08 5.85 +.23

3.84 4.07 -.23 3.60 3.69 -.09
5.01 5.48 .47 5.34 5.46 ..12

3:71 3.90 -.19 3.66 3.54 +.12
5.31 5.55 -.24 5.72 5.53 +.19

4.34. 4.20 +.14 4.12 3.80 +.32 -

5.37 5.78 -.41 5.87 5.74 +.13

4.28 4.15 +.13 3.82 3.76 +.06
5.95 5.85 +.10 6.28 5.81 +.47

7.04 7.16 -.12 . 7.37 7.32 +.05

6.47 , 6.75 ....28 6.90 6.88 +.02

ER 3, PAGES 74 -75, FOR DEFINITION OF toms, EXPLANATION OWSTERISK I*/ ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPE STRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROV ED IN THIS TAELE.
SEE
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CECIL' COUNTY (NORTHEAST MIDDLE RISING.SUN JR SR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE HASTE S DISAD- wok- FAMILY

P

ORGAN)-
ZATION

ENROLL,
RENT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN
DANCE

DEGRE
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF
MOTHER

INCOME
IS)TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

SCHOOL NAME (1.) IZI (3) (4) (5) ,(6) (7) (8) (9r.,.) (10) (11) (12)

.NORTH EAST MIDDLE 6 -8 723 21.9 92.0 31.0 2.0 6.6 16.3 33.3 12.1 11.0 9084

BOHEMIA MANOR JR SR 712 805 22.4 90.3 34.0 2.0 4.7 10.0 110. 19.0 11:1 8283

'ELKTON SR HIGH' 41,281 21.7 89.7 56.0 3.0 8.7 10.0 27.1 9.7 11.1. 9643

NORTH EAST SR 774 21.5 90.9 34.0 2.0 9.3 13.5 30.5 13.2 11.0 9020

PERRYVILLE JR SR HIGH 712 816 22.1 91.3 35.0 2.0 8.9 15.0 27.C) 14.1 12.0 8329

RISING SUN JR SR HIGH 712 1,155 23.6 92.9 47.0 2.0 11.8 20.0 20.4 9.0 11.7 9516

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CECIL COUNTY (NORTHEAST MIDDLE RISING SUN SR JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL. LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CECIL COUNTY
SCHOOL SThILM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE. AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

SAS GE NORM

DIFFER..
LrCE

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
DICE LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

NORTH EAST MIDDLE 7 100.2 6.54 6.76 -.22 6.83 6.78 +.05 6.70 6.88 -.18 6.94 7.02 -.08

BOHEMIA MANOR JR SR 7 99.8 6.79 6.71 ..011 6.94 6.74 +.20 6.62 6.85 -.23 6,95 6.98 -.03
09 103.5 8.51 8.60 -.17 8.58- 8.62 -.04 8.25 8.61 -.36 9.02 8.75 4.27

ELKTON SR HIGH 9 102.7 8.52 8.58 -.06 8.54 0.52 4.02 8.62 8.53 1 +.09 8.84 8.66 +.18.

NORTH EAST JR SR 9 101.2 8.53 8.41 +.12 8.54 8.35 +.19 8.02 8.38 -.36 .8.49 8.50 -.01

-,,, °

PERRYVILLE JR SR HI 7 99.0 6.321' 6.71 -.30 6.64 6.74 -.10 6.78 6.85 -.07 7.04 6.98 +.06
9 99.8 8.5V. 8.25 +.25 8.57 8.19 +.38 .8.60 8.24 +.36 8.45 8.35 +.10

RISING SUN JR 5R HI 7 101.5 7.10 6.90 +.20 7.14 6.91 +.23 7.19 7.01 +.18 7.73 7.16 4.57
9 102.6 8.64 8.57 4.07 8.87 8.51 4.36 8.61 8.52 +.09 8.92 8.65 * +.27

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATIDN OF ASTERISK (+9 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TA2LE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL --ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.9 Charles County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

The present status of the Charles County School System
Accountability Program has not deviated to any significant degree
from what was reported to the Maryland State Department of Education
(MSDE) in the Maryland Accountability Program Report, 1973-74.
County educators feel that they are making progress in the imple-
mentation of their five-year master plan whichAncludes the develop-
ment of product objectives (pupil performance related to the
state accountability program as well as tothe local county assessed
needs), and process objectives (which include those areas concerned
with the management of the school system).

Many of the schools in Charles County have exhibited
exemplary procedure in the objective setting .activity. Their
method for establishing these objectives is outlined below:

Principal maintains year-round_biographacal record
of assessed needs;

Principal' reviews his or her analyzed detailed item
analysis printouts;

243



4

PriAcipal studies all input and involves all
appropriate personnel in developing school objectives;

Objectives are checked to verify that they comple-
men stfte and county goals;

Both the principal's analysis and test results
analysis are disseminated to school faculty for the
development of school objectives;

At any time during this process, representatives
from the Office of Evaluation and Research, super-
visory specialists, or other supportive personnel
may be called upon for their services; and

The completed activity is then submitt7d for
review.

B. Local Assessment Activities

The Charles County school system maintains a supplemental
testing program. Aside from the Maryland Accountability Program
(MAP) norm-referenced and criterion-referenced measurements, the
Metropolitan Achievethent Test (MAT) and the Otis-Lennen Mental Abil-
ities'Test (OLMA) are administered to all those grades not affected
by MAP testing; thus, Charles County's supplemental testing program
includes Grades 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10.

In addition to what was indicated in the 1974 MAP Report,,
a program of criterion-referenced testing has been embarked upon are'
all levels in the school system, specifically in the areas of reading,'

and mathematics. At this time there is not complete coveragO,illt'all
schools, but it is hoped that such a goal can be reached within'the
next two yea'rs. Charles County has a computerized criterion -,.,y
referenced testing program and allows pre- and post-testing.in
an attempt to determine pupil achievement relative to reaching
specific objectives in reading and mathematics. The objectives
sought are closely integrated with state and lbcal objectives in
those subject areas. In addition, each student is provided with a
prescriptive printout of his or her strengths and weaknesses in
the subject areas mentioned. At the ninth grade level in county
high schools; use of such a program is anticipated to identify
the marked deficiencies of students, as mandated by the recently
adopted state high school graduation requirements.

At the school level, staff from each school are doing
a thorough analysis of test results, both for the state accountability
testing program and the local testing program. An item analysis has
been provided each school, and such an analysis has enabled teachers
and administrators to identify specific strengths and weaknesses
in the basic skills as measured by standardized tests.

2 5 3
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C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The downward trends of standardized test scores in the
middle and high school years as evidenced in the analysis of both
ITBS and the MAT results is still a source of concern. Each
subject area specialist has been asked to make a careful analysis
of his or her area to see if the cause(s) of this phenomenon can
be determined. Subtest results in English and language arts seem
to hold the key to satisfactory results in other areas of the testing
program and are, therefore, receiving considerable attention.

D. Program Modification Activities

IX is anticipated that each school will Continue to
modify its program, its instructional techniquesrand approaches,
and its utilization of both majerial and human resources to reflect
a focus on those areas of weakness as identified by analysis of
test results, biographical data, and other forms of needs assess-
ment. At the elementary school level, a uniform approach to the
teaching of reading through a program of inservice training for all
elementary teachers and administrators has been initiated. The
basis of the program is the learning experience approach to teaching
reading. Such an approach is an effort to provide consistency in
the overall philosophy about teaching reading and to improve teach-
ing skills. A comprehensive reading program involving the use of

consultant help during the next three years is.anticipated. This
program has already been initiated this year using the services of
a noted specialist in reading skills who has provided reading in-
service training, and consultative services to teachers and admin-
istrators at all levels.

Since the major focus of objectives is on the areas of
language arts, reading, and mathematics, a significant effort has
been made to provide staffing to lower the pupil-teacher tratio in
these designated subject areas. At the high school and middle school
levels, the county has attempted to provide a better staffing ratio

for language skills and mathematics. This has been done through
realignment of teaching personnel currently on board and the -addition,

where possible, of new staff members. In most instances, the pro-
vision of additional help has exceeded the staffing formula.

As a result of standardized test scores, a countywide
survey requesting recommendations for the modification of science
and social studies curricula in Grades 5-10 was initiated. .While
the county's survey was completed during the 1974 school year,
'findings of the tri-county social studies committee are being

awaited before proceeding further.

r-
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As indicated in the Five-Year Plan, Charles County is
on schedule relative to the planning and implementation of a pro-
gram for the talented and gifted. Efforts in this area have
been the result of test data input as well as community-interest.

During the 1974 school year, the school system accumu-
lated data which indicated that a proliferation of educational
programs existed in the schools; flirther, the, absence of a formal
system for identifying and monitoring these and other new pro-
grams resulted in instructional gaps as well as overlapping
ettorts. As a result, a committee was formed to develop a system
entitled "Educational Program Control" (EPC). The purpose of
this effort is designed to maintain greater effectiveness iniboth
the instructional and evaluative processes. This managerial
'effort has been planned and implemented as scheduled in the body
of the Master Five-Year Plan.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Charles County schools requested an annual budget of $3
million for Fiscal Year 1975-76, which represented a carefully con-
sidered and frugal estimate of needs. The schools received a
$20.8 million funding, representing a $2.2 million cut. As a

. result, the only curriculum program improvement occurs in spe-
cial education. Funds are not forthcoming for the reduction of
class size through the employment of additional teachers.
Similarly, no special funding has been made available for a pro-
gram for the talented and gifted. Schools have been forced to

,defer some curriculum programs due to the lack of funds to cover
rising costs of energy and other noninstructional needs. For
this coming year, however, Charles County will supplement the
funding of early childhood education because of the discontinua-
tion of Federal funds. In summary, compared with intended and
requested improvements that were not funded, the school system
will be operating a minimal program.

In its 1975 accountability report to MSDE, the Charles
County school system indicated its pupil population growth rate,
and the strains on local government resources resulting from
that growth. There is also a very strong feeling both within
and outside schools that the levels of government, whether state
or Federal, should assume greater responsibility that would pro-
vide the resources needed to carry out the improvement of programs
and the initiation of new programs necessitated by governmental
mandates. It is not, however, the concept or intent of Charles
County that such external resources support represents a subati-
tution for local government resource allocation efforts. The
1975 budget and resources request made by the Charles County
school system would certainly serve as evidence of a desire to
obtain such resources.

Q
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CHARLES COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COM/11%11TV AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. ;IMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

- (2)

MEDIAN .

FAMILY
INCOME

(3)
1

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED - ,

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

56,159 12,452 14.4

(4)
-

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

I5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER'

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.0 12.0

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(4)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

17)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

II)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

16,820 $11,418 .$19,982 8.4 17.9

III)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S' DEGREE

OR ABOVE

112)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

113)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

19.5% 20.2 93.3X

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITUAES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$1,032.36 $714.84 69.2% $34.24

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EAPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.3t $12.01 1.2%

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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5

96./ 15.39 3.31

1401

7

97.79 16 99.4 16.43 4.88 1.67

1383 98.48

1259

CHARLES COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYS1EM LEVEL. NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
ARFAS

(11

VOCABULARY

11) (2)

NUMBER OF
STUDFNTS

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS

(4)

NUMBER OF
SC1JUOLS,r,

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
f'1,1

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

I ' ^,

17/
AVERAGE
GRADE

EOUIVALENT
SCORES

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

"414**4.'41. "44441K14'. .:04444/144(414`'r tY5AitliftWiibr.',,,V94.10441ti 4.v '0%44 4 '''4:t41006t.

1313

ESZEINEME..

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

1313

5
1401

7 1383

9

93.-09

5 96.8 16.36 6.32 1.90

4.,

97.64

98.22 16

98.05

07. 6 16.34 7.82

,I1W . ..411:,41.teopore., comeholoult.pv,
16 96.7 15.39 3.40

2 10

1.19

99.4 16.43 4.98 1.56

5 96.8 16.36 6.60 1.66

1259 Q4.20 3 Q1 .F 1634 799 1..86

'.% -411'W+ "` rri*; t12/114*Ne.5 Sett;'<ne .44,1614,!

(31 1313 96,19 16 96.7 15.39 387 1.41

SPELLING
5 1401 98.00 16 99.4 16.43 5.20 1.87

7 1313 98.48 5 96.1 16.36 6.53 2.07

9 1259 94.20 3 97.6 16.34 7.96

14)
3 1313 96.88 16 96.7 15.39 3.71 1.32

CAPITAL- 5 1401 98.07 16 99.4 16.43 5.44 1.70

IZATION

7 1383 98.34 5 96.8 16.36 6.57 2.03

9 1259 94.20 97.6 16.34 8.12 2.30

(5)
3 1313 96.88 16 96.7 15.39 3.83 1.42

PUNCTUATION
5 1401 98.0T 16 99.4 16.43 5.41 1.65

7 1383 98.34 5 96.8 16.36 6.42 2.05

9 1259 94.28 97.6 16.34 7.94 2.21

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 66-67o FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CHARLES COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE TANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

(11

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(31

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
.TESTED

(41

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(6) I

I

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)
AVERAGE

. GRADE
EQUIVALENT
SCORES

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1313 97.79 16 96.7 15.39 3.47 1.34

5 1401 90.50 16 99.4 16.43 5.14 1.79

7 3.313 98.55 5 96.8 16.36 6.52 2.11

9 1259 94.12 3 97.6. 16.34 7.82 2.23

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

amvits-4,07.,

Id1

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1313 98,25 16 96,7 15,39 ' 3.72 1.24

5 1401 98.50 16 99.4 16,43 5.31 1.56

7 1383 98.92 5 96.8 16.36 6.53 1.81

1259 94.36

Ift4.,;,s.:-...46
3

16

97.6 ]6.34 7.93

3.45

2.05

1.05
. RAIR

96.71313 97.79 15.39

5 1401 98.36 16 99.4 16.43

Ir

96.8 i 16.36

5.24

6.75

1.42

1.607 1383 98.34 5

9 1259 93.65 3 97.6 16.34 8.12 1.09

19/

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1313 93.60 16 96.7 15.39

16.43

3.'.5

5.10

1.11

1'1.35
5 1401 98.43 16 99.4

----.-1

7 1383 98.41 5 96.8 16.36 6.49 1.65

9 1259 93.65 3 97.6 16.34 7.93 1.89

1101

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3

....................

1313 93.68 16 96.7 15.39 3.46 1.02

5 1401 98.43 16 99.4 16.43 5.19 1.29

7 1383 98.63 5 96.8 16.36 6.68 1.48

. .

, 1 '...* : .rogippris.)

1259 93.65

...4,11,44000040^,s .4 ',)/41i.

97,6 16.34 8.02 1.78

_, ,---a.....--- , . d;' N't,0141N114161k

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CHARLES COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITHYEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STIODARD AGE SCORESAND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE

a

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974 1974 - 1975

96.7 96.7

NONVERBAL 5 97.7 99.4

ABILITY
7 97.1 96.8

VOCABULARY

97.8 97.6

3.22 3.31

5 4.85 4.88

7 6.37 6.32

7.75 7.82

3.34 3140

READING 5 4.96 4.98

COMPREHENSION
7 6.64 6.60

7.87 7.99

3.71 5.72

LANGUAGE 5 5,20 5.31

TOTAL 7 6.56 6.53

7.77 7.98

3.45 3.46

MATHEMATICAL 5 5.21 5.19

TOTAL 7 6.70 6.68

8.01 8.02

SEE CHAPTh 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

11 SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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CHARLES COUNTY (ARTHUR MIDDLETON GENERAL SMALLWOOD)

1:'$)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

CHARLES 1

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL ) AVERAGE 'AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S ' DISAD- EDUCA-. FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION WENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME . (11 (2) (31 (4) (5) 16) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ARTHUR MIDDLETON K-5 629 21.7 96.7 0 1.0 7.5 13.0 17.2 3.3 12.1 11,514

DR GUSTAVUS BROWN K-5 577 20.6 95.4 27.0 1.0 6.6 13.0 17.9 3.4 12.1 11,794

DR SAMUEL A HUDD K-5 471 15.7 96.4 29.0 1.0 7.6 17.0 30.0 3.3 12.1 11,814

GALE-BAILEY ( K-5 475 20.7 01017, 22.0 1.0 9.4 24.0 17.4 15.5 10.6 8396

GLASVA P-5 213 14.2 96.1 14.0 1.0 11.4 19.0 26.7 33.8 9.6 7043

6.-

INDIAN HEAD K-9 633 19.2 96.6 31.0 2.0 11.3 26.8 18.2 6.7 12.0 10,301

J P RYON K-5 585 . 20.2 94.6 ,28.0 1.0 7.3 19.0 24.1 3.4 12.1 11.439

JAMES CRAIK K-5 576 21.3 95.4 26.0 1.0 7.4 9.0 7.4 12.3 12.1 11,562

MALCOLM . P-5 548 21.1 95.7 25.0 1.0 6.3 14.5 15.4 19.9 11.9 9879

MOUNT HOPE P-5 312. 24,0 95.0 12.0 1.0 7.4 18.0 7.7 14.1 10.0 8435

41

NANJEMOY 1-5 158 17.5 96.3 8.0 1.0 3.4 39.0 11.1 16.7 10.0 8435

PARKS J C K-5 636 19.3 94.9 32.0 1.0 9.2 16.0 15.1 7.7 12.0' 10,631

PORT TOBACCO P-$ 336 16.3 95.9 19.7 1.0 7.0 17.5 14.5 10.3 12.1 10,855

T C MARTIN P-5 607 20.0 93.7 29.3 1.04 12.7 11.0 16.5 25.1 11.5 9609

WALTER J MITCHELL 937 40.7 95.2 22.0 1.0 13.8 22.0 8.7 16.8 12.1 10,849

WAYSIDE 342 19.0 95.0 17.0 1.0 7.7 6.0 11.1 16.8 10.3 8061

DEL ALTON MIDDLE 6:-8 405 17.3 '94.1 26.0 2.0 5.4 17.0 32.1 26.5 10.5, 8301 A

t'a

GENERAL SMALLWOOD 6-8 706 19.1 92.4 35.0 2.0 8.0 11.0 24.3 11.0 11.4 9543

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CHARLES COUNTY* (ARTHUR MIDDLETON GENERAL"SALLWOOD)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA,,COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CHARLCS COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

vex.

°GRAOE AVERAGE

5A5

SKILL AREAS \

.^4 A

VOCABULARY READING COMPREI LANGUAGE TOTAL' M THEMATICAL TOTAL ,

ERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- 'AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- kVE AGE MARY- DIFFER -

LAND. ENCE ,
".., LAND ENCE LAND 'ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORM;. 'GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

_ARTHUR MIDDLETON 5 99.9 3.44 3.55
5 101.7 5.13

DM GUSTAVUS 11ROWN 3' 96.1 3. 3.28
5 103:3 5 9 5.41 D

4

DR SAMUEL A MUDD 3 44:7 3.59 3.52
i 0

"'.GALE-BAILEY

/5 106.0 5.59 5.65

3 47.0 2.80 3.34
5 99.1 4.50 5.04

GLASVA 3 90.0 2.67 2.89
5 92.2 3.70 4.43

144

INDIAN HEAD 3 93.8 3...,35 504
S 100.3 5:00 5.15

...

......,

J P RYON 3 98.1 3.25 3.41
5 103.0 5.10 5.39

.

JAMES CRAIK 3 444 3.58 3.50
5 104.1 504 5.48

MALCOLM \3 96.6 ' 3.18 3.32
5 94.0 4.50 4.59

MOUNT iiopg ELEM 3 93.9 2.60 3.14
....., n 5 90.6 4.12 4.29

NANJEMOY 3 '91.6 2.54 2.99
5 99.2 4.47 5.05

PARKS J C INTERN 3 97.9 3.45 3.40
5' 97.6 5.00 4.91

PORT TOBACCO 3 101.3 4.27 3.62
5 101.2 5.07 5.23

T C. MARTIN 90.9 2.92 2.95
5 94.2 4.29 4.61

WALTER J MITCHELL , 3 94.3
5 100.7

3.62 3.49
5.11 5.18

WAYSIDE. 3 87.5 2.37 2.73
5. 89.2 4.02 4.17

BEL ALTON MIDDLE', 7 84.6 5.53 5.60

GENERAOSMALLW000 7 94.0 5.84 6.08,

-.04, 3.44 3.54 -.10 3.93 3.98 '405 3.67 3.61 +.06

7.14 5.21 5.31 -.10 5.64 5.55 +.09 5.35 5.52 -.17

'4420 3.52 3.34 4.18 3.82 3.72 4.10 3.46 3.39 +.07

"....12' 5.22
..

5.44 -.22 5.39' 5.68 -.29 5.28 5.65 -.37

+.07 3.74 3.58 +.16 4.15 3.96 +.20 4.01 3.59 +.42

-.06 5.55 5.67 .12 5.95 It 5.91 *.424 5.49 5.716 -.37

.454 3.09 3.40' -.31 3.17 3.78 3.08 3.44 .4,36

.454 4.81 5.09 ...28 4,117 5.33 '446 4.97 5.31 .434-

-$22 2.65 2.93 -.28 3.n8 1.32 .424' 2.82 3.03 .....21

-.73 4.02 4.51 -.49 4.86 4.75 +.11 4.41 4.76 .435

F . p

+.21 3.47 3.18 +.29 3.63. 3.57 +.06 3.46 3.25 ".. +.21

.415 5.22 5.19 4'.03 5.43 5.43 4.00 5.38 5.41 -.03

t

.416, 3.45 3.47 -.02 3.74 3.86 -.12 3.48, 3.50, ..:02

.4,24° 5.27 5.42 -.15 '5.71 5.65 +.06 5.29 5.62, .433

'

+.08 3.76 3.56 +.20 3.98 3.94 +.04 3.78 3.58 +.20

-.34 5.14 5.51 -.37 5.29 5.75 -.46 5.40, 5.71 .431

.414 3:38 3.37 +.01 3.60 3.76 -.16 3.28 A.41 .413

-.09 4.75 4.66 t.09 4.88 4.90 .402 4.77 4.91' -.14

-.54 2.72 5.14 -.47 3.15 3.58 -.43'. 3.09 3.26 -.17

-.17 3.96 4.37 .441 ' 4.43 .4.62 .. .414 4.42 4.64 Z.22.

'
. .

7.45
.458

2.95 3.03
5.10

-.08
.443

2.85
4.99

3.42
5.34

-.57
-.35 3.075.01 .:..3: ::133.(1:

.4.67

0.

"3.46
t

+.05 3.58 4.12 3.94 3.84 +.10 3.58 5.44 +.09

+.09 4.98 4.96 +.02 5.35 .5.20° +05 5.06 5.19 ...413

+.65 t 3.72 3.64 4.03ti, 4':0;40 4.07 4.33 3.90 3.64 * +.21

-;,166 ,

i
5.02 5.27 6.00 5.50 +.50 5.52 5.48 +.04

.403 2.90 2.99 .404 3.38 3.38 +.00 3.08 3.08 +.011

-.32 4.71 4.67 4.04 5.159 4.92 +.23 4.96 4.42 +.04

+.13 3.71 3.55 +.16 3.93 3.44 -.01 3.76 3.57 +.19

.407 5.14 5.22 -.08 5.40' 5.46 -.06 5.55 5.44 +.11

.436 2.61' 2.76 -.15 2.A2 3.15 -.33 2.71 2.89 -.18

.415 4.15 4.25 -.10 4.25 4.50 .425 4.59 4.52 4.07

.4.07 5.95 5.71 4.24 5.80 5.87 '407 6.26 5.44 +.32

.24 6.19 6.16 '4.03 6.02 6.29 .427 6.36 6.39 -.03

'0 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (40 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CHARLES COUNTY (JOHN HANSON MIDDLE THOMAS STONE)

TABLE 3. 5C1400L LEVEL ,COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

CHARLES 2

. SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
.

PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL" PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S D1SAD- EDUCA- F.%!,.ILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEC,Rgt VAN- TION OF P;CC"IE

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.4ATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR WDOVE TAM) MOTHER (srSCHOOL NAME . (1) (21 (3) (4) '1.6) (6) (71 (8) (9) , (101 (11) 1121

' JOHN HANSON MIDDLE 6 -8 1,428 21.0 94.3 65.0 3.0 5.5 18.2 22.1 15.2 12.1 11,083'

MATTHEW HENSON 6 -8 700 21.2 94.6 31.0 2.0 9%3' °18.8 15.1 10.1 11.9 10,365

MILTON M SOMERS MIDDLE 6-8 927 21.1 94.9 42.0 2.0 9.5 24.7 20.5 10.5 12.2 11,477

LA PLATA SR HIGH- 9-12 1,175 22.2 89.1 50.0 3.0 , 8.5 21.7 28.3 21.2 11.8 9768

LACKEY SENIOR 9-12 1,587 19.6 88.6 77.0 4.0 8.5 12.5 30.9 13.0 11.6 9870

THOMAS STONE 9-12 1,718. 23.5 88.7 70.0 3.0 1.4 , 15.0 21.9 19.8 12.1 11,164
0

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINIT4ON OF TERMS AND SOURCES'OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TOLE.'
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CHARLES COUNTY (JOHN HANSON MIDDLE THOMAS :STONE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

CHARLES COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS
ItAlp q

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL,

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND INCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

JOHN HANSON MIDDLE 7 96.1 6.93 6.31 +.12 6.66 6.37 +.29 6.60 6.49 +.11 6.66 6.60 4.06

MATTHEW HENSON 7 97.6 6.26 6.47 -.21 6.58 6.52 4.06 6.73 6.64 +.09 6.60 6.76 -.16

MILTON M SOMERS 7 102.7 6.96 7.03 -.07 7.14 7.03 +.11 6.98 7.12 -.14 7.19 7.28 -.09

LA PLATA SN HIGH 9 98.2 7.86 8.06 -.20 7.98 8.00 -.02 7.87 8.09 -.22 8.09 8.18 -.09

.8.13LACKEY SENIOR 9 96.6 7.78 ; -.10 7.99 7.81 +.18 ,..e.11 7.93 +.18 8.01 8.01 +.00 .

THOMAS STONE 9 97.9 7.82 8.03 -.21 7.99 7.97 +.02 7.97' 8.06 -.09 7.97. 8.15 -.18

$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FDR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (S) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

q?

4.2.10 Dorchester County

Introduction

The second year of the Maryland Accountability Assess-
ment Program has been a very important year for the Dorchester
County school system. Again, the educational staff for the
Dorchester County school system accepts wholeheartedly the
Governor and the legislature's mandate to conduct a continuous
evaluation'of the students' achievement in reading, writing, and
mathematics. In fact, this mandate has provided the impetus
for upgrading the entire instructional program. Major accomplish-
ments are appawt in the field of curriculum development, im-
proved teacher techniques, improved student achi9vement, and
improved student behavior. These changes are prbducing a new
energy and vitality in the teaching force that should soon pay
a dividend in educational accomplishment for generations of youth
in Dorchester.County. At this point, it is important, however,
to restate a basic premise on,which our intellectual accomplish-
ment is predicated -- the basic averagdolevel of intelligence of
the Dorchester County school population. Test results show children
in the county to have an average Standard Age Score in the low 90's.
When this all-important factor is coupled with several other
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socio-economic factors, Dorchester County school personnel do
not have to rationalite explanations for some of the low achieve-
ment scores. Two major factors should be cited. The first is
that the average educational attainment of the adults in Dor-
chester County is ninth grade, sixth month, with breakdowns of
population groups showing even greater variance. For example,
male adults have ap overall achievement level of 9.2; female
adults"have an educational attainment of 10.1; white males, 9.7;
white females, 10.6; Negro males, 7.7; and Negro females, 8.6.
Population statistics indicate that 31.1 percent of the popu-
lation is non-white. The other factor that contributes to the
educational achievement of the students in Dorchester County is
the median family income. Dorchester County has a median family
income of $7,702 in contrast, with an average family income for
the state of $11,063. The difference in educational achieve-
ment between a county like Dorchester and Montgomery County, whose
median family income is $16,170, is certainly a major'factor
that the Governor and legislature must take into consideration
when test results are reviewed. Additional income-related prob-
lems also influence educational achievement. For example, the
income for the average white family is $8,515, while non-white
family income is $5,619. , One thousand sixty -four families in
Dorchester County have an income of less than $3,000 a year.
The percentage of disadvantaged school-age children in Dorchester
County is 21.4 percent in relation to the state's average of 11.24
percent. The citing of these factors should not be construed
that DorChester County feels a sense of hopelessness. On the
contrary, the entire school staff is dedicated toward upgrading
and improving the educational accomplishments of its student
population.

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

The Dorchester County school system hasimade outstanding
progress during the school year 1974-75 in relation td the Mary-
land Accountability Assessment Program.

The establishment of system objectives and school level
goals and objectives has been accomplished through the combined
efforts of teachers, principals, and-central office personnel
under the Director of Instruction.

As a result of the very detailed and careful planning
'by schools and central office personnel,-significant accomplish-
ments can be highlighted:

(1) A basic reassessment of the curriculum has been
an ongoing process.



(2) A cooperation between the teachers of multi-grade
levels has proved to be an asset in improving
the instructional process.

(3) A series of excellent inservice meetings with
distinguished educators and members of the Mary-
land State Department of Education staff has
greatly improved the reading prOgress in
the county.

(4) A more positive attitude is'now prevalent through-
out the teaching cadre-and the central office
staff members.

,I5) A more refined evalyation process is taking place
in many areas of tha-school program -- reporting
to parents at the middle grade level, observation
and evaluation of teachers, and a re-evaluation
of the entire testing program for Dorchester
County schools.

(6) A total involvement of every teacher, principal,
vice principal, and central office staff member
has been effected.

(7) A greater awareness of management-by-objectives
has been established in many areas where educa-
tional personnel are eValuating the accomplish-
ment of objectives by indepth levels (activity
plus persons involved plus time factor plus
specific procedures plus followthrough plus
impact).

(8) A. basic knowledge of the direction of the Dor-
chester County school aystem has been accomplished
by the central office staff, the instructional
staffs of the various schools, the pupil personnel
staff, Federal government supportive personnel,
the maintenance and opefation personnel, food
service'personnel, transportation personnel, and
other auxiliary personnel.

(9) A strongei public relations program has evolved
to acquaint the general public and the student
population with the direction of the school
system's goals and objeCtives.

(10) Every school in Dorchester County has established
a set of goals for reading, writing, and mathematics.
These were developed with the assistance of the
supervisors of elementary, middle and secondary
schools. Once the schools had established their
own goals, either the principals of all elementary

r1
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schools, or vertical committees composed of
representatives from all areas of the middle
and secondary schools met to establish a basic
set'of acceptable school goals for countywide
approval and implementation.

(11) Once school level accountability goals for reading,
writing, and mathematics were established /on a
countywide basis, individual schools evaluated
their accomplishments in light of these goals.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Several major activities have occurred at t e local
level in connection with the state accountability program. The
first of these was the establishment of systemwide objectives
for 1976. These objectives are as follows:

(1) Provide effective and efficient .implementation of
the educational programs for youth and adults.

(2) Provide a program of reading experiences that
allows each child the opportunity to achieve ac-
cording to his ability and background of experiences.

(3) Provide a program of mathematical experiences that
allows each child the opportunity to achieve ac-
cording to his ability and background of experiences.

(4) Provide a program of written communication that
allows each child the opportunity to achieve a
level of literacy, fluency, or proficiency ac-
cording to his ability and background of experiences.

(5) Provide a reinforcing and positive educational
environment that is implemented on the integration
of procedures and techniques of individualization,
small group activity, interpersonal regard and
creativity for each child.

(6) provide models for the activities that assist each
child in building a system of values that promotes
worthy citizenship, effective human relations, and
an appreciation of the resources and cultures of
his or her environment.

(7) Provide each child with scientific stimuli that
will increase his awareness, allow him to conjec-
ture, establish experimental procedures and draw
conclusions.
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(8) Develop a student-oriented program of physical
health and mental development based on the develop-
mental tasks by each student at. the appropriate
grade level and also one that gives understanding
of an individual's relation to critical social and
health issues.

(9) Provide a program of arts and humanities that per-
mits each student to appreciate his culture and to
contribute to civilization.

'(10) Provide a sequent41 program of awareness, under-
standing and explbration of career opportunities
gt every level and in every area of school
activity.

(11) Provide skills that will allow students job-entry
levels into the community's occupations.

(12) Provide continuous activities and experiences that
allow each student to develop an environmental ap-
preciation awareness, and to practice skills of
preservation, management, and protection.

(13) Provide enrichment -- artistic, literary, scientific,
musical, physical, emotional, intellectual, and
mathematical -- so that no child with special gifts
is denied avenues of pursuit.

(14) Develop a comprehensive screening and referral
program to assist individual students in finding
programs and activities that are suitable to their
needs and interests.

(15) Provide transportation that, by its auxiliary
nature, reinforces the development of the individual

child.

(16) Provide operational and maintenance personnel and
programs to the schools that are so integrally
related that they are a real professional adjunct

to the instructional process.

(17) Provide a food service program that gives each
individual child the opportunity to receive one -

third of his daily nutritional needs.

Principals and central staff members have met and each
principal was designated as the leader of his school to organize

his staff -- instructional, custodial, food service, secretarial,
and Federal supportive personnel -- into committees charged with
the planning of strategies to implement these objectives that comple-
ment the Maryland Assessment Program, and the devising of specific
procedures for evaluating the accomplishment of these objectives.

13 3
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School' personnel, central office personnel, and consul -1,
tants from the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) have
met and evaluated Dorchester county's entire testing program
This was done in order to ensure a comprehensive yet functional
total evaluation test program. An effort was made to eliminate
duplication.

The purposes of the various assessment instruments are
as follows:

(1) To make an early identification of anticipated
students who display learning difficulties;

(2) To assess the students' achievement and intellectual
capacities at certain levels;

(3) To assess the adjustments and emotional maturity of
students;

(4) To provide pre- and post-test information needed to
meet Federal and state requirements;

(5) To give overall guidance to facilitate the curriculum
and instructional program to meet individual students'
needs; and

(6) To meet specialized needs -- college placement and
job-entry levels into the community's occupations.

There are no schools that are not covered by state
assessment instruments in Dorchester County.
C. Comments on the State Accountability Assessment Results

Dorchester County school personnel were encouraged with
the results of the accountability test program in Grades 3 and 5,
with an average difference in grade equivalent of .28 from the
testing in 1973-74 (Grade 3); and an average difference of .31
(Grade 5). Dorchester County's third grade students had an
average grade equivalent for the 1974-75 vocabulary, reading;
language, and mathematics tests of 3.57; fifth grade students had
an average grade equivalent of 5.10. As evidenced by these two
grade scores, Dorchester County students for third and fifth grades
are operating at their chronological grade levels.

0
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While Dorches er County's seventh and ninth grade

students.still contin to operate below grade level, there Were

some minor gains, es ecially in Grade 7, where the average grade

equivalent was inc eased by .08. It is further hoped that, as
the present lower grades move'into the seventh and ninth grades,
their grade equivalents can be maintained to correspond to their
chronological grade equivalents. Comparison of test results is

shown below.

DORCHESTER COUNTY

IOWA TESTS Or ante SKILLS DATA FOR 1674-75 SCHOOL YEAR

Scores Reported
In Grade Equivalents

VOCABULARY READING LANGUAGE MATHEMATICS

1973-74 1974-75 Diff. 1973-74 1974; -75 Diff. 1973-74 1974-75. Diff. 1973-74 1974-75 Diff.

Grade 3 3.04 3.34 + .30 3.14 3.45 + .31 3.76 4.10 + .34 1.24 3.40 ,-1- ,16

Crado S 4.61 4.97 + .36 4.76 4.92 + .16 5.00 5.46. + .46 4.80 5.05 + .25

Grade 7 5.98 6.15 + .17 6.25 6.29 + .04 6.37 6.47 + .10 6.49 6.50 + .01

Grade , 7.46 7.50 + .02 7.77 7.66 - .11 7.84 7.49 - .35 7.89 7.78 - .11

D. Program Modification Activities

There have been many major activities initiated to
modify the program in order to achieve a higher level of accomplish-
ment not only in the designated areas of reading, writing, and
mathematics but also in other areas of the curriculum. These '

activities are:

The supervisors have. held a series of workshops
designed to improve the quality of reading instruction
in content areas and to achieve Goal #4, the Function-
al Reading Goal, as outlined by the Maryland State
Department of Education.

Three Vertical Curriculum Committees met regularly
and developed curriculum modifications that were
adopted by the Dorchester County Board.of Education.
These modifications give more relevancy and flexi-
bility to the existing curriculum.

( 1-+!
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A state consultant in mathematics held 'a metric
workshop for selected school representatives who,
in turn, are providing inservice training to,the
individual school faculties.

A behavior modification workshop was held for se-
lected personnel by members of the speech-hearing
staff for Dorchester County. The workshop was
designed to assist personnel in establishing stra-
tegies to'achieve goals that could be,evaluated.

Three major workshops were held in Dorchester
County during the summer to modify various acti-
vities as they relate to the assessment program.
Topics covered were: reading in the content areas,
the Continuum Program, and selection of ethnic
and cultural minority materials.

ti One of the most effective inserVice programs was
an evening session during which the teachers of
Dorchester C unity shared experiences and activi-
ties and di cussed modifications of existing pro-
cedures and techniques.

A science consultant developed program modifica-
tion activities in the area of science for primary
grades. This was done with the assistance of
teaching personnel.

Many schools implemented social studies-programs
related to the Bicentennial marked by students'
participation in community activities.,

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Two major problems continue to plague.the Dorchester
County school system, and these tw problems are not unique to
Dorchester County. They are the Abblems of anti-social behavior
and poor attendance. Last year, a major effort was planned to
implement alternate progfams dealing with those students who
exhibited poor adjustment to the school situation but, because
of the economy, these programs were not funded by the local
government. The problem of anti-social behavior is probably the
greatest single factor causing lack of potential achievement by
Dorchester County schoOl students. It must be said, however,
that a dedicated and concerted effort is definitely being made
by-every instructional person and by every school in the system.
Discipline committees have been established in every school,
the team approach to solving behavior problems has been discussed,
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and an effort has been made to implement behavior modification
techniques, orkshops have been held, inservice sessions have
been promoted, supervisory conferences with weaker teachers
have been held, and meetings with individual studentS and student
groups have taken place in an effort to abate and di'scourage
behavior patterns that are jeopardizing the learning accomplish-
ments of all students. In an attempt to solve the second problem,
a team of educators studied the existing attendance policy and
developed a much stronger policy in reference to unlawful attend-
ance on accomplishment. The superintendent, deeply aware of the
impact of poor attendance on accomplishment, not only publicized
this situation in the local media, but also informed parents
through a letter sent to every parent in the county outlining'-
the new policy and informing them of the schoolS' intention to
rigidly enforce attendance regulations.

F. General Comments

It is important that the Maryland Accountabkiity Program
should ,be kept in the proper perspective. Dorchester County's ,

school system hopes to avoid the comparison of teachers,. schools,
and the students themselves. If a comparison is made, only adverse
result's will occur.

Secondly, a proper perspective must be maintained in
relation to those counties where the socio-economic factors, the
level of parental educational accomplishments, and the Standard
Age Scores are ;ow. An adverse media -reaction resulting from
scores that are compared with those counties having high levels
of educational accomplishment, high levels of family income, and
high qtandard Age Scores could potentially impair the public's
acceptance of the schools' program and thus hurt their financial
support from local government. Should this adverse publicity
occur and the resulting lack of public support happen,it can
only be assumed that this Would again devastate the achievement
and accomplishment of the local school. systems. The Dorchester
County Assessment Program certainly highlights the need for in-
creased state and Federal funding of its educational program.
The recent cutbacks of state revenue supporting special programs
of education and special supportive programs may result in a
serious impairment of the accomplishments so desired by the
Government of Maryland and the Maryland Legislature.

Educational personnel throughout the Dorchester County
system generally feel that the Maryland Accountability Program
is successful and should be continued. Its impact is to force
educators to evaluate seriously their procedures, programs, and
techniques of instruction. In the harsh reality of seeing to
improve the overall accomplishment of students, the real accomplish-
ment is achieved.
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DORCHESTER COUNTY

TABLE I. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY-CHARACTERISTICS

-r-

11)

TOTAL
POPULATION

421.

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(31

ARGENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

29,502 4,991 21.4
4

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
h#LES 25 YEARS
OPAGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.2 10.1

D. ,SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

16/

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(el

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9/

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING .

EXPERIENCE

110)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

6,191 $10,577 $15.636 10.9 23.4

(11) .

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

...

15.25 17.5 93.71

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14).

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION d

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR.

INSTRUCTION

1171.

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$1.093.83
_

$796.24
.

72.8% $35.26

(IS)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR POLL
SERVICES

.,(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL, .
SERVICES

3.2X $9.46 '. 0.9%

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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DORCHES ER COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

111 12) 131 14)

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF
SKILL ' STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS
AREAS cnAnr r.* 4,11 1" tur,fr% n'TFr,

41-6r: "-.1rA4 °41°: ° nvolgisWasio 04.0t,

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
VV..)

(61

STANDARD
DEVIATION
14)

171

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
1.1 1

(I)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

I'D)

r4t4k44,40041 -''..61001,1414-s

91,4 114.143 3.34 1.14

93.5 15.90 4.97 1.65

96.5 14.92 6.15 1.75

96.4 17.21 7.50 1.94
,...0.11110041/44.r

92.4 14.43 3,45 1,114

93.5 15.90 4,92 1,149

96.5 14.92 6.29 1.61

9g

92.4

)7.2]

14.4.3

4.66

.14

82

1.34

93.5 15.90 5.47 1.78

96.5 14.92 6.51 2.06

96.9 17.21 7.57 2.36

92.4 S4.43 ' 4.24 1.33

93.5 15.90 5.75 1.76

96.5 14.92 6.59 2.01

96.9 17.21 7.69 2.25

92.4

93.5

14.43 4.37 1.47
---t--

1.70

_,...

15.90 5.54

96.5 14.92 6.49 1.95

96.9 17.21 7.35 2.24

111

VOCABULARY

3 1454 8

5 524 93.13 8

7 512 90.23 3

9 523 85.85

:4;4. ! e 10411WA64A
(21

READING

COMPRE:

HENSION

3 454 93.83

3

5 , 524 93.13

7 `I 512 90.23 3

9 52 85.85 3

(31 3
454 9.o.6 II

SPELLING
5 524 93.13 a

7

9 523

3

5

7 512

(4)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

512 90.23 3

85.85 3

454 93.83

524 93.13

90.23 3

151

PUNCTUATION

9

3

5

7

9

523 85.85 3

454

524 93.13 a

93.83

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 66-7, FOR

96.23 3

85.85 a

ITION OP TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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DORCHESTER COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADEt (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(3)

PERCENT OP
STUDENTS
TESTED

NUMBER

(4)

OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

K 1
AVERAGE

STANDARD
AGE

SCORE
(SAS) '

(6)

-

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71A
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORE'S
(GE)

(8)

0DEVIATI
(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 454 . 93.83 8 92.4 14.43 3'66
..

1.32

5 q524 93.13 8 93.5 15.90 5.09 t 1.77

7 512 ,901.23 3 96.5 14.92 6.29 1.94

9 -7 523 85.85 3 96.9 17.21 7.37 2.10

(7)

LANGUAGE /
TOTAL ,

,.. v.o....,...1 ..?4-00-"

3 , 454 93.83 8 92,4 14,43 4.10 ' . 1.21

66 5 524 93.13 8 93,5 15,90 5.46, 1.53

7 512 90.23 3 96.5 14.92 6.47 1.74

9
.

I1..:. r::;;;,W04,0telM:x'

523

4,(. -

85;85' 3 96,9

--"--"""7776.747- .:8.,=.4i.,..e.*-1111410_900P.e.;..7`.0.,F"...VIAV,

17,21 q,49

3.40

1.92

.9318)
cv.

MATHEMATICAL
. CONCEPTS

.

3 ^ 454 93.83
11

8 92.4 14.43

5 524 93.13 8 93.5 1
15.90 4.87 '.23

7

at6

512 90.23 3 96.5 I 14.92 6.48 1.40

9 523 85.85 3 96.9 7.74 1.84

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROHLW

3 454 93.83 -I

6
8

t

92.4 j 14.4 3.41 1.10

5 524

.

93.1.3 8 93.5 16.90 5.23 1.33

7 512 90.23 3 96.5 14.92' 6.52 1.62

9 523 85.8''5 3 96.9 '17.21 7.83 1.90

.96(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 454 93.83.'

.

8 92.4.., 14,43 3.40

524 93,13 8 93.5 ,"' 15.90 , 5.05 1.19

7 51 90.23 3 96.5 '14.92

.,

6.50 t 1,39'

9 53 85.'85
.,,

3 96.9 37.21
:....tr,,

7,78 1.74

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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'DORCHESTER COUNTY
f\*

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II .(1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

3 91,6 , 92,4

5

7

91.5

93.7

94.6

93.5

96.5

96.9

A::P=Pg4;

VOCABULARY 5

7

3.04

4.61

5.98

9

READI4G
COMPREHENSION

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL,

TOTAL

3

7,48

3,14

3.34

4,97

6.15

7,50

3,45

5 4.76 4.92

7 6.25 6.29

9

3

7,77,

3.76

7.66

4'.10

5 5.00 5.46

7 6.37 6,47

3

7.84 . 7,149

' 3-ii0444'4

3,24 3.40

5. 4.80' 5.05

7 6.49 6.50

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTiONS
FOR INTERPRETING .THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED'FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

p-r4
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DORCHESTER COUNTY (GRAPO SOUTH DORCHESTER SR JR)-

a,TABLE, 3., SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY. AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT . PERCENT

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MED1AU MEDIA.

....

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL! DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTLN DEGREE VAN- TM OF 41,'..GE

'TEACHER ADM1N: TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MCNT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S/'

SCHOOL NAME 11/ 121 131 14/ 15/ 161 171 181 t9) 110) 1111 ,Z)

CRAPO K-6 123 16.2 94.0 6.6 1.0 7.8 20.0

EAST NEW MARKET 2-6 205 19.7 94.5 9.4 1.0 . 6.4 9.0

HOOPERS ISLAND 56 14.3 98.6 2.9 1.0 12.8 33.0

(1:;

HURLOCK PRIMARY' K 3 365 18.1 93.9 18.2 2.0 9.6 24.5

HURLOCK INTERMEDIATE 4-6 327 21.4 94.9 14.3 1.0 8.0 22.0

PEACH BLOSSOM 3-5 314 19.5 97.1 15.1 1. 14.4 25,0
A

SANDY HILL K-5 559 18.5 96.4 28.2 2.0 10.5 12.5

...'.,

ST CLAIR K-5 420 15.6 96.0 24.9 2.0 12.1 36.3

VIENNA K-6 186 21.9 96.9 7.5 1.0 13.6 36.0

CAMBRIDGE JR HIGH 9 310 14.4 92.3 19.5 2.0 9.6 . 22.5

MACES LANE SR JR 7-8 607 17.9 93.7 31.0 3.0 .12.5 14.0

NORTH DORCHESTER SR JR 7-12 1,064 18.3 89.3. 55.0 13.0 8.4 21.3

SOUTH DORCHESTER SR JR 7-12 171 1100', 41 11.1 27.5

IFS

I SEE CHAPTER SI PAGES 72-731 FOR DEFINITION OF TERNS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

0.0

19.2

0.0

9.9 ,

6.5

0.0

16.5

22.3

11.8

19.3

272

13.7 8.6 6176

13.8 10.0 8267

46.4 9.4 4659

24.8 ,, 9.9 8350

24.9 9.9 8350

20.0 10,3 7887

15.5 NA NA

27.3 10.5 8106

22.3 9.3 7197

19.0 10.4 7965

20.9 10.4 7964

22.1 9.8 8120

20.1 8.9 5695



DORCHESTER COUNTY (CRAPO SOUTH DORCHESTER SR JR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

DORCHLSTER COUNTY
SEHOOE SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS
/' *

'4
VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
LI.CE

MAR -Y-

1.41%

DIFFER- AVERAGE
FACE

GE

MARY-
LAND
N

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

CRAPO 3 90.7 3.00 2.94 406 2.63 2.97 -.34 3.08 3.36 -.28 2.65 3.07 -.42
5 96.7 4.03 14.83 4.10 4.71 -.18 5.76 . 5.13 +.63 4.99 5.12 -.13

EAST NEW MARKET 3 92.7 3.37 3.06 +.31 3.61 3.11 450 4.29 3.50 +.79 3.46 3.19 +.27
5 91.2 4.39 4.34 +.05 4.80 4.42 +.38 4.93 4.67 +.26 4.71 4.68 +'.03

HOOPERS ISLAND 76.8 3.79 2.04 +1.75 4, 3.93 2.04 +1.89 4.10 2.44 +1.66 3.64 2.27 ',..41.37

89.0 5.44 4.15 +1.29 5.35 4.23 +1.12 r 6.16 4.49 +1.67 5.16 4.51 465

HURLOCK 3 91.2 2.98 2.97 401 3.22 3.01 4.21 3.74 3.40 +.34 3.13,

HURLOCK 5 93.2 4.97 4.52 445 4.73 4.59 +.14 5.35 4.84 4.51 viA
4.84 ' 412

PEACH BLOSSOM 3 93.7 3.79 3.13 +.66 3.69 3.18 +.51 4.30 3.56 +.74 J. 3.25 430
5 94.8 5.68 4.66 +1.02 r 5.33 4.73 +.60 6.13 4.97 +1.16 5. 4.97 +.28

SANDY HILL 3 93.1 3.45 3.09 436 3.65 3.14 +.51 4.26 3.5, +.74 3.21 +.41

5 94.9 4.80 4.67 4.13 4.88 4.73 +.15 5.33 4'.98 +.35 .204.20 4.98 4.22

ST CLAIR 3 93.6 3.14 3.12 402 3.33 3.17 +.16 4.25 3.56' 4,69 3.50 3.24 +.26

5 92.9 4.49 4.49 400 4.77 4.56 +.21 5.13 4.81 432 5.04 4.82 +.22

1.,

VIENNA , 3 92.7 3.19 3.06 +.13 3.27 3.11 +.16 4.40 3.50 +.90 3.30 3.19 +.11

5 89.7 4.90 4.21 +.69 4.6u 4.29 +.37 4.12 4.54 438 4.66 4.56 +.10

i

CAMBRIDGE JR HIGH 9 98.8 7.64 8.13 -.49 7.78 8.07 -.29 7.61 8,15 -.54 70.7 8.24 -.37

MACES LANE SR JR 7 96.8 6.16 6.39 -.23 6.26 6.44 -.18 6.44 6.56 -.12 6.44 6.68 -.24

NORTH DORCHESTER HI 7 95.6 6.17 6.26 -.09 6.32 6.32 400 6.43 6.45 -.02 6.60 6.55 +.05
9 93.5. 7.25 7.52 -.27 7.40 7.45 -.05 7.30 7.62 -..32 7.59 7.67 -.08

SOUTH DORCHESTER HI 7 98.4 5.95 6.56 -.61 6.34 6.60 -.26 7.00 6.71 +.29 6.49 6.84 -.35
9 97.2 7.51 7.95 -.44 7.92 7.88 +.04 7.44 7.99 -.55 7.97 8.07 -.10

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION 0? TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 00 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

41 ()
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.11 Frederick County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

During the first year of state accountability, 1973-74,

Frederick County used a random sample procedure for state accounta-

bility testing. The procedure involved selecting a random sample

of 30 students per grade level per school in the third, fifth,

seventh, and ninth grades directly from the computer listings of

classes. In the second year, 1974-75, all students were tested

in Grades 3 and 5, and the random sample procedure was main-

tained in Grades 7 and 9 because of economic feasibility and

the smallness of classes in the elementary schools.

The Frederick County system objectives and goals were

established in direct relationship with the Maryland State Depart-'

went of Education goals in reading, writing, and mathematics. These

local goals were established by committees representing teachers,

school, administrators, and appropriate supervisors-of each area.

The task of establishing school objectives was accomOlished with

the aid of a County Catalog of School Objectives. Certain of the

objectiveS were identified as necessary to every school. From the re-

maining objectives,'each individual school could choose those most
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appropriate to individual programs and add additional objectives
that were not covered by the catalog. Therefore, every school -had
a common core of school objectives; some objectives were chosen
for emphasis in a particular year; and some were unique to the
particular school community. Frederick County is in the process
of establishing a criterion-referenced testing system that will
,help measure progress toward these objectives. A similar service
for other objectivt.s in -the coun catalog will also be offered.
This should ease some of the a smenl_ task, although mosL
assessment.still remains a f ction of professional judgement
and certi cation.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Many local Boards of Education in Maryland had policy
statements and were implementing various forms of educational
accountability before the passage of the State Educational Account-
ability Law. The school systems that were most advanced in this
process had to change or modify their procedure more drastically
than those systems that had no formal accountability.

Educational accountability in the Frederick County schools
involves the following:

Maximum Standards -- our goals, aspirations,-ideals,
and hopes for children and education;

Optimum Standards -- our realistic objectives,
expectations, wants, and desiresfor children and
education; and

Minimum Standards -- our barest certifica;ion,
tolerances, acceptances, and justifications for
children and education.

As a result of f-a Minimum Standards Resolution passed by
the Board of Education of Frederick County on September 8, 1971, a
set of measurable minimum standards were established in the following
areas:

Basic learning skills (including, but not limited to,
reading, writing, ar.ithmetic, listening, and problem
solving; .

.,.

4
Occupatidlnal skills (each graduate to have a salable
proficiency in a vocational skill, includin pr -
collegiate preparation); and

Cultural and environmental understandings (including
'but not limited to- science, ecology, hea h and
safTty, physical fitness, music, art, draia and
dance, and socialization).

2 8!]
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Frederick County currently utilizes a process that measures
these learnings for all students. In order to measure these minimum
standards and the. optimum standards in certain areas, all major tests
were reviewed with particular attention to the relationship between
the test and-the stated Frederick County school objectives and cur-

n---riculum. It was determined that the Metropolitan Achievement Tests
best fit Frederick County's school system. A professional staff
was employed, computer systems were developed, and massive in-
service training was begun in the county schools so that this
part of the accountability system could be implemented.

Whereas minimum standards were conceptualized as a minimum
expectation for individual' students and a minimum promise of the
school system to each student, optimum standards were conceptualized
as standards for groups of students to measure the effect of school
.curriculum on students. For this evaluation task; criterion-
referenced testing, along with teacher checklists and professional
certification, was used as part of the evaluation system for
accountability.

The maximum standards of goals and aspirations for stu-
dents are generally stated in Frederick County's.philosophy. They
are not directly measurable. It is assumed that movement toward
these objectives means movement toward goals set by Frederick County.

(

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The state testing program would have completely upset
the entire lodal accountability system so, after negotiation with
the Maryland State Department of Edudation, Frederick County was
allowed to use random samplinc as a procedure for testing. While
retaining the Metropolitan Achievement Tests for local accounts-
'lity, 30 students per grade per school in Grades 7 and 9 were
andomly sampled using the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, and all.

,..-- students in Grades 3 and 5 were tested. Most of the other Maryland
school systems have had the opportunity over the years to a 'ust

T
their curriculum to the objectives of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.
The use of unadjusted socio-economic information nearly six years
old may be more accurate for systems that have a lower. giciwi-h rcte
than Frederick County. The use of a nonverbal I.Q. score to
predict academic achievement may change traditional notions of
academic achievement, and a verbal I.Q. score for such predictions
has traditionally been used. Important variables, such as percen-
tage of grade retention of students, were not considered as part
of the regression analysis of test results. These are just some
of the testing problems that need, to be considered in analysis of
the te data presentedin the state accountability report.

D. Program Modification Atv4ties

All levels of the Fre ick aunty school system have
carefully considered the results fr he state accountability
testing, and stepsare being taken, to overcome the discrepancies.
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In some cases it was easy to'determ e the probable cause of dis-
crepancies, but other cases, where the information was not verifi-
able by any other available data, are still being studied. It is
hoped that those who read anduse this report will consider it as
the establishment of baseline information or a status report
rather than as an accurate comparative evaluation of the schools
in Maryland.

In the state accountability report, the schools that
scored one and two standard deviations above or below the mean of
the difference disitribution resulting.from the regression process
were identified. VAe Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
requested each school that trended or was significantly lower
than the expectancy, as indicated by the regression, to identify
the problem 'and, with the helpof the faculty, develop a plan to
overcome it. Those schools that scored significantly above were
also asked to prepare a report indicating why they felt that their
schools scored, above the norm, and what plans they had to continue
the trend. In January of 1975, the Countywide Inservice Day was
totally dedicated to the development of these reports, and schools
in the above categories were asked to study the results and the
implication of the results on the curriculum of their school.
The assistant superintendent received a verbal and written plan
from each school as a result of these meetings.

This process repres nts, perhaps, the most intensive
examination or test results an their implication that has occurred
in Frederick County. The effec of this process is to be deter-
mined by the successive year' accountability results, and the
process will be continued in some form for the next several years.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Perhaps the most glaring need for additional resources,
as indicated by the state accountability testing. is the area or
language arts, especially at the secondary level. There appears to
be an obvious need for students to continue in their efforts to
obtain a minimum level of proficiency in rending. Although
Frederick County has a large and systemwide secondary reading pro-
gram, it does not, in most cases, meet the identified needs in
'individual schools. Teaching reading as a legitimate function in
middle and secondary schools must be established and given the
financial support necessary to overcome what has been identified
in most programs as a severe need.
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Another major need is for the provision of time and money
that is necessary to establish staff development and ineervice
programs that can both train and orient professional splfto utili-
zation of testing, evaluation, and assessment results. t'Significant
amounts of money are spent on developing and administering testing
and evaluation programs, but the linkage between the tesults of
these testing programs and application and modification at the
individual school or student level seems to occur rarely. Assess-
ment and evaluation systems are ineffectual if they do not provide.
a springboard for change and modification of both school curricu-
lum and individual student programs.

F. General Comments

The following is a presentation of some data from.
Frederick County's accountability system. It presents quite a
different picture of the schools and the school system, and cannot
be directly related to state accountability testing because of
differences in.the test format, procedure, and reporting format.
The purpose, which is accountability, is the only thing they have
in common. Action based on the two sets of data would be quite

different.

WA.
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FREDERICK COUNTY
GRADE 4 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST ELEMENTARY SPRING 1975

Raw Scores and Stanine Scores for the Average Student: School by School
NATIONAL NORMS

NAME
Approx.'
Number I

Word
Know. Stanine Reading Stanine

Total

Reading Stanine
Total
Math Stanine

County 1701 33 5 j 26 6 59 6 75 6
Brqnswick 80 34 6 26 6 61, 6 f 71 6
Carroll Manor 42 34 6 27 6 61 6 81 7
East.Frederick 112 25 5 f 21 5 46 5 57 5
Elm Street 121 28 5 21 5 50 5 62 5
Emmitsburg I 48 28 5 22 5 51 5 1 69 6Lewistown 66 35. 6 27 6 62 6 68 6
Libertytown 79 29 5 24 6 53 5 69 6
Middletown : 104 34 6 25 6 59 6 70 6
Myersville I 55 37 6 30 7 68 6 86 7
New Market 93 34 5 28 6 62 6 82 7
New Midway 20 '36 6 30 7 67 6 82 7
North Frederick 86 37 6 29 6 66 6 87 7
Parkway

I 64 36 6 29 6 66 6 84 7
Sabillasville 25 31 5 26 6 57 79 6
South Frederic!, 121 q 26 5 20 5 45 5 '58 5
Thurmont 144 36 6 28 6 65 6 1 80 7
Urbana 56 31 5 24 6 55 5 78 6
Valley 74 36 6 27 6 64 6 73 6
Walkersville 69 37 6 29 6 66 6 79 6
Waverley 93 38 6 30 7 68 6 86 7
Wolfsville 42 33 5 26 6 59 6 76 I 6
Woodsboro 34 28 5 22 5 51 5 68 I 6
Yellow Springs 71 H 37 6 30 . 7 68 6 8 I 7

FREDERICK COUNTY
GRADE 8 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST ADVANCED SPRING 1975

Raw Scores and Stanine Scores for the Average Student: School by Sobog
NATIONAL NORMS

NAME
Approx.
Number

Word
Know.

r,

Stanine Reading Stanine
Total
Reading-

, ,

Staninel

Total
Math Stanine

County 1700 30 5 26 5 I 56 5 1 66 5

Brunswick 182 28 4 25 5 I 54 5 1 61 4

Emmitsburg 49. 35 5 I 25 5 61 5 1 66 5

Gov. Thos. John. 443 30 5 I 26 5 56 5 1 68 5

Linganore 196 32 5 27 5 I 59 5 I 69 5
Middletown 178 32 5 28 5 I 61 5 I 71 5

Thurmont 159 30 5 27 58 5 69 5

Wlkersville 159 31 5 26 5 57 5 69 5

West' Frederick 350 28 4 24 4 52 4 62 4

8 1
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FREDERICK COUNTY
GRADE 1 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT"TEST PRIMARY 1 SPRING 1975

Raw Scores and Stanine Scores for the Average Student: School by School

NATIONAL NORMS

AME

Approx.
Number

I "Word

Know. Stanine Readin tanine

Total
I Readin: tanine

Total
Math Stanine!

'ount 1405 25 5 24 6 - 50 6 42 5 1

trunswick 88 23 ". 5 23 6 47 6 38 5

arroll Manor 43 19 4 18 5 52 6 31 4

-ast Frederick 61 20 4 20 5 40 5 36 5

dm Street 71 19 4 18 5 38 5 39 5

ZMmitsburg 35 23 5 19. 5 43 5 40 5

.reen Valley 123 I 25 5 23 6 49 6 41 5

ewistown 75 28 6. 29 7 58 6 I 45 6

ibert town 81 21 5 21 6 43 11E11111 41 5

tiddletown 82 27 6 28 7 56 6 j 50 7

, ersvil/e 38 27 .6 27 6 55 6 47

ew Market. .71 I 21 5 21 5 42 5 1 +40 5

ew Mirlwa 29. 20 4 17 5 I 37 5 . 34 5. --"

orth Frederick. 100 25 '5 I 25 6 j 51 6 43 6

:arkway 32 27 6 29 7 56 6 46 6

Sabillasville 27 22 . 5 23 6 I 46 5 38 5

South Frederick . 78 I 21 5 I 22 6 45 5 33 4

.hurmont 103 I 27 6 j 30 7 57 6 45 6

Urbana 59 I 25 5 26 6 51 6 39 5

'lane 64 26 5 I 24 6 I 50" ' 6 4.2

4alkersville 76 25 5 24 6 50 6 ' 43 5

4averley 81 27 6 28 7 56 6 45 6

,:lolfaville "20 21 5 I 17 5 38 5 39 5

.00dsboro 35 21 5 19 5 I 41 5 33 4

fellow S rin s 69 27 6 24 6 51 6 47

I) rt)



FREDERICK COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. cONMUNITY CHARACTERIS110

(1)

TOTAL .

POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

,PERCEAT
DISADVANTAGED --

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

91,176 11.123 9.5

(41 .

.EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

15)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.0 11.2

S. WOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(e)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(3.0)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

22,085 511.525 620.097 9.1 14.9

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

25.9$ 19.5 94.1%

''''Cru,.+LNANCJAICHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(141

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

1151
.

.

PER PUPIL
"EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)
At.

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

6973.19 $724.76 74.5$ $29.45

(10)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

q

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.02 $5.48 0.62

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS
AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

t. r,
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FREDERICK COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

-. .'.:4R

Cl) ,121:

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

cPAPF I ,NpnlIFD
,41.01' v 4st4047,31.0

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
T*,Trn

.11.*4030#10Sr**

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
1FcUn

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD.

AGE
SCORES

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(' PI

171
AVERAGE
GRADE

`4411.1VALENT
SCORES
fry)

181

ST ARD
DE ATION
(n)

(11 3 1649 91.5/ 24 102.9 16.24 3.63 1.20

5 1801 94.00 23 102.4 16.59 5.32 1.54
VOCABULARY

1834 13.36 8 101.2 15.40 7.17 1.99

1814 11.47 7 102.2 15.81 8.5? 2.03
AC 44(34011.

mmr,
la4 *A . «. ""41PROLV

L21 1649 91.5/ z4 102.9 16.24 3.67 1.22

READING 5 1801 94.00 23 102.4 16.59 5.39 1.51
COMPRE-

HENSION 1834 13.36 8 101.2 15.40 7.02
j 1.58

1814 '11.47 102.2 15.81 8.66 1.89
' * sl 41+,:....

(3)

SPELLING

1649

5 1801

7 1834

9 1314

141
3 1649.

CAPITAL- 5 1801

IZATION

7 1834

9 1814

151
3 1649

PUNCTUATION
5 1801

7 1834

9 1814

.WItas Pts .i.'1411W
91.57 24

94.00

13.36

11.47

91.57

94.00 /

13.36

11.47

91.57

94.00

23

7

24

23

7

24

23

13.36

11.47 7

711: ,0114AILA 111.*Nr11$7651.

102.9 16.24

102.4 16.59

101.2 15.40

102.2.; 15.81

102.9 16.24

102.4 16.59

101.2 15.40

102.2 15.01

102.9 16.24

102.4 16.59

101.2

102.2

15.40

15.81

4.17

5.64

7.12

8.30

4.34

5.90

7.20

1.41

2.09

2.49

1.32

1.73

1.09

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES A-67. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TAIRA.

8
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FREDERICK COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

."

SKILL
AREAS

11/

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

11/

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

14/

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

15/
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS/

16/

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

CT/
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
ICE)

1131

STANDARD
'DEVIATION

(SDI

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3

rr

11149 91.57 24 102.9 16.24 3.96 1.39

S 1801 94.00
0

23 102.4 16.59 5.57.1
4--)

7 1834 13.36 6 101.2 15.40 6.93 1.95

9 11114 11.47 7 102.2 15.81 8.30 2.31

17/

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

..!*. 5e':

IA,

1649 91.57 24 102.9 16.24 4.26 1.26

5 1801 94.00 23 102.4 16.59 5.78 1.59 ,

7 1834 13.36 8 a
101.2 15.40 7.17 1.72

, 4
1814

Jr' 4 ) .4%1

1649

11.47
,..,

91.57

7

01,.. .01
24

102,2
_M211111=1:11M211111110111=1.
102.9

15.81

16.24

8.42

3.66

414

1.06

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

5 1801 94.00 23 102.4 16.59 5.94
t

1.53

7 1834 13.36 6 101.2 15.40 7.57 1.49

9 1814 11.47
i

7 102.2 15.81 1.82 ° 1.

191

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1649

i

91.57 24 102.9 16.24 3.68 1.12

5 1801 94.00 23 102.4 16.59 5.58 1.37

7 1834 13.36 6 101.2 15.40 7.14 1.67

9 1814 11.47 7 102.2 15.81 8.56 1.8

110/

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 1649 91.57 24 102.9 C4 '16.24 3.77 1.04

5 1801 94.00 23 102,4 16.59 5.76 1.38

7 1834 13,36 8 101.2 15.40 7.35 1.48

9 1814 11.47 7 102.2 15.81 8.69 . 1.82

. roe Notooth,m-, ..1.4t. e.wildhotiOW41141y.m., .44$4444wv," 4.4444: ".

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 6 -69,
FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF TA ,PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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FREDERICK COUNTY
a

TABLE ZA. SYSTEM LE \L COMPARISON OF.YEAeI (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975),D4TA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

'

Ns

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR
GRADE

1973 1974 1974 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

100,0 102.9

5 100.5, 102,4

100.2 101,2

9'9.8 102.2

.:44101-0vf kl(40.1-.

VOCABULARY

, 3.34 3.63

5.04 5,32

7 6,80 7.17

8,10 8.52

3.45 3.67

READING 5 5.11 5,39

COMPREHENSION
7 6,92 7.02

9 8.38 8,66

ISEIMMEEMEMENSIE
3 3.71 4.26

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

5 5,17 5.78

7 6,76 7.17

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3.44 3.77

5 5.44 5,76

7 7.14 7.35

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND'YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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FREDERICK COUNTY (BRUNSWICK VALLEYI.H,.

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE,*,

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL N. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY.
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
ZATION MENT -RATIO DANCE TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (1)

SCHOOL NAME ' (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

BRUNSWICK K-5' 525 21.8 94.7 23.1 1.0 8.2 5.0 9.1 7.9

CARROLL MANOR K-6 336 18.5 94.9 17.2 1.0 7.3 5.0 18.1 9.4

EAST FREDERICK K-6 518 ,19.0 94.8 26.2 1.0 8.4
p2
2.5 24.6 15'.5

ELM STREET K-6 560 18.6 95.2 28.1 2.0 14.7 27.7 26.6 27.9

- ;41,
r

, 1

GREEN VALLEY K-6 809 23.4 94.6 32.5 2.0 4.6 6.0 20.3 10.4

S
LEWISTOWN K-6 463' 21.2 95.7 20.8 1.0 7.8 11.Q 17.4 7.2

LIBERTY K-6 510 21.3 95.3 21.9 2.0 9.2 14.3 16.7 7.1

MIDDLEI(aWN K-6 664 23.0 96.5 27.9 1.0 7.5 25.6 42.9 2.4
_

MYERSVILLE K-6 351 22.2 96.6 14.8 1.0 11.5 20.5 23.4 7.7

NEW MARKET K-6 550 20.6 p5.2 24.7 2.0 9.8 10.3 20.2: 10:0
,

.

NEW MIDWAY K-6 177 17.5 96.0 9.1' 1.0 11.1 10.0 . 27.7 7.7

NORTH FREDERICK K-6 3 21.5 95.8 27.0 2.0 11.0 25.5 24.1 - 2.6

a

PARKWAY K-6 338 19.7 95.2 16.2 1.0 11.3 12.0 20.1 6.7

SABILLASVILLE 142 17,3 96.7 7.2 1.0 10.9 10.0 15.9 10.6

\OUTH FREDERICK K-6 584. 18.8 95.2 28.1 3.0 7.4 15.1 19.3 20.6

a

THURMONT K*0 4 587 22.9 95.7 23.6 7.0 11.4 27.3 25.4 8.8

URBANA K.26 422 20.7 95.0 19.4 1.0 7.0 13.0 15.7 8.3

, .

VALLEY K-6 483 18.1 96.0 24.7 2.0 7.1 17.9 30.0 5.1

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TCRMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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10.8 8462

'11.2 8574

11.2 9581

r
11.5 9842

.

11.0 . 9240

10.8 9178

10.7 8982

12.1 11,209

11.1 8877

11.3 8889

10.0 9044

11.5 9853

11.5 9842

10.1 8150

11.3 9660

10.3 9396

11.9 10,901

9.7. 8814



TABLE 4.

FREDERICK COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

FREDERI K COUNTY (BRUNSWICK VALLEY)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOdL4VERAGE GRAD
SKILL. AREA, COMPARED PITH MARYLAND

AVERAGE STANDARD AGEi$CORES#

EQUIVAL T SCORES, BY
ORMS BAS D ON SCHOOL

SKI L AREAS

VOCABULARY

e*4

- nEAyING CompREHENS10.1 LAHOAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

,
SCHOOL NAME GRAPE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- OIFFrP... AgERAGE MARY, UIFFE .-

LAND cpEE' LAND ENCE
GE NORMSAS GL NOVM

BRUNSWICK

CARROLL MANOR

EAST FREDERICK

ELM STR1ET

GREEN VALLEY

LEWISTOWN

LIBERTY

MIODLUGN

11YEHSVILLE

3 103.7-
5 104.7

3 103.0
5 '105.9

!IT

3.69 3.77 3.69 3.8,5 -.16

5.28 5.54, -.26 5.31 .5.56 .-.25

4.54 3.73
5.79 5.

+.01 3.75
.15 5.53

3.80 -.05 '

5.66 -.131,

3 97.7 3.19 3.39 20 3.44 -.27-

5 96.7 4098 4.03 4.7.4 4%09

3 95.8 .07 3.26 ..19 3.29 3.32- ...03

5 92.2/ 4.63 4,43 .+.20 469 4.51 .18

3 1

05.4
3.75 3,87 3.112 3.95 .13
5.53 5,00 -.07 5.61 5.b2 -.01

/ 3 /03.9 3.78 .793

' 5 101.5 5.35 S.25

3 88.8 3.21 2.81
5 100.7 4.78

A
,5.18

-.01 3.95 3.86 +.09
.10 5.17 5.29

.40 3.26 2.05 .41
5.22 ...40

3 101.11 3.36 . 3.65 -.29 3.49 3.72 -.23

5 106.0 5.62' ' 5.72 -.10 5.55 ., 5.74 -.19

3 106.7 4.06 3.97 .89 4.31 4.05 .26
5 98.8 6.05 5.01 +1.04 5.68 5.06 .62

NEW MARKET 3 104.4 3.53 3.82 -.29 3.0 3.89 -.26
5 103.4 . 5.20 5.42 5.40 5.45 -.05

NEW MIDWAY 3 103.2 3,84 3.74 00 4.31 3.81 +.50
5 99.0 401 5.10 ...79 4.76 5.15 -.39

NORTH FREDERICK 3 105.4 3.69 3.88 -.19 3.81 3.96 -.15
5 102.8 5.35 5.37 . 5.46 5.40 .06

,

PARKWAY 3 10.6 3.73 4.02 ,.29 3.98 4.11 -.13

5 104.0 5.95 .47 +.40 5.01 5.50 .31

I

SABILLASVILLE 3 97.7 2.112 3.39 -.57 2.88 3.44 ....56

'SOUTH FREDERICK 3 98.9 3.09 3.46 ...37 3.15 3.52 -.37
S 94.7 4.02 4.65 .63 4.29 4.72 .43

JIKMMONT 3 105.4 3.67 3.88 -.21 3.76 3.96 .20

Uk0ANA

VALLEY

3 107.5 3.81 * 4.02

5 96.0 4.92 4.77

3 99,9
5 101.0

3.63 3.53
5.38 5.21

1 3.05
5.02

.10

.17
3.48
5.37

4.10
4.83

3.59
5.2n

.19

1 -.11
12

AVERAGE,
!

GE

MARY...

LAND
NORM

DIFFER...

ENCE
AVERAGE

GE .NORM

MARY..
LANG,

DIFFER-
F+IcE

'6.59 4.23 .16 3.06 3.83 .03
6.50 5.110 .70 5.84 5.76 +.08

4.43 4.18 .25 4.12 3.79 .33
5.12 5.90 -.18 6.05 5.85 '..20

3.43 3.83 +.10 3.40 3.48 ....OS

4.82 5.13 -.31 5.05 5.12 .07

J 3.60 3.70 -.02 3.46 3.37 .09
! 4.A6 4.75. .11 5.13 4.76 .37

4.54 4.33 .21 4.13 3.91 .22
5.94 5.86 .08 5.64 5,82

4.37 4.24 .13 3.83 3.84 -.01
5.77 5.53 .24 5.73 5.50 .23

5.74 3.24 +.50 3.23 2.96 .27
5.13 5.46 5.13 5.44 31

3016 4.10 -.24 3.52 , 3.72 .20

5.77 5.97 -.20 5.80 5093 '.15

5.13 4.43 .70 4.\511,N 4.00 .97
6.13 5.30 +1.03 6.18 \ 5.29 .89

4.09 4.27 -.18 3.91 3.87 .04
5.63 5.69 -.06 5017 5.66 .21

5.15 4.19 .96 4.67 5.80 .87
4.98 5.39 ...41 4.79 5.37 ...58

4.69
++,;(5)

301,1 3.92 -.11
5.94, Z.:: 6,13 5.61 .52

4.34 4.49 ...1S 4.14 4.05 .09
6.18 9'.74 +.44 6.19 5.70 .49

3.33 3.03 450 2.116 3.40 ,-.62

,

3.59 3.91 -.32 3.10 3.55 ....45

4.76 4.96 -.20 4.65 44.96 -.31

4.46 4,34 +.12 4.04 3.92 +.12

4.70 4.40 +.30 4.07 4.05 .02
5.44 5.07 .37 5.30 5.07 +.23

4.00 3.98 .07 3.43 3.61 -.la
5.02 9.49 '0.33 5.53 5.46 +.07

0 SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN 1H1 TABLE./
SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74 -75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK /1 ACCDOANYING "DlIeTRENCE" SCORES, AND

.%! 9 J. /
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FREDERICK COUNTY (WALKERSVILLE WEST FREDERICK JR)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*
ig 1

-

-
_

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

' PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MCDIAN MCDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADC
ORGAN!

SCHOOL
ENROLL-

PUPII,
STAFF

DAILY
ATTU!

TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S
DEGREE

DISAD-
VAN-

EDUCA-
TION OF

FAMILY
INCOMt

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION WENT RATIO' DANLE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER CIO
SCHOOL NAME (I/ 12/ (31 (41 (51 (61 (71 (01 (91 110) (111 (12)

WALKERSVILLE K-5 473 16.2 - 96.0 27.7 1.5 6.7 18.0 23.1 7.7 11.3 10.639

.

WAVERLY K-6 642 20.8 97.1 28.8 2.0 6.1 14.7 18.8 2.11 12.2 11.081

WOLFSVILLE K-6 229 19.7 97.6 10.6 1.0 14.8 10.0 23.3 9.8 8850

WOODSBORO K-6 260 19.8 97.6 12.1 1.0 10.6 5.0 25.9 10.8 '''' 9.5 8906

YELLOW SPRINGS K-6 456 21.6 95.7 20.1 1.0 8.2 24.0 14.7 12.1 10.505

BRUNSWICK JUNIOR SR . 6.12 1,074 18.6 92.3 55.6 2.0 B0.0 10.0 23.4 7.0 10.6 8552
.1&

EMMITSBURG K-0 425 19.8 95.7 19.5 2.0 6.9 7.5 ' 12.5 9.7' 10.7 8535

THURMONT MIDDLE 5-8 699 20.9 95.8 32.4 1.0 10.0 10.0 39.5 9.4 10.3 9081

WALKERSVILLE HIGH 6-12 908 21.7 93.7 40.3 1.5 9.9 6.7 34.0 10.2 10.7 9983

CATOCTIN 9-12 961 19.9 92.4 46.1 2.0 10.4 19.3 38.8 8.7 10.4 0914

GOV THOMAS JOHNSON JR SR 7-12 2,541 19.; 93.0 126.0 4.0 9.1 15.3 34.2 8.4 11.8 10.015

LINGANORE SR JR 7-12 1,289 19.7 91.5 62.5 3.0 8.0 20.1 30.5 9.9 11.0 9008

MIDDLETOWN JP( SR 7-12 1.164 20.6 94.3 54.5 2.0 11.0 1.2.3 39.8 4.1 11.5 10,118

WEST FREDERICK JR 7-9 1.153 15.8 91.1 69.5 3.5 7.3 13.1 22.7 '24.0 11.4 ' 9678

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 7273. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

1 (1
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FREDERICK COUNTY -NALKERSVILLE WEST FREDERICK JR,

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL .---SEHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES', BY

SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED'ON SCHOOL

FREDERICK cOuNTT
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SCHOOL SYSTEM

O

SKIlt. AREAS

VOCA0ULARy READING Co1M4uHINSIoN LANGUAGE TOTAL .MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAML GRAdr AV(RAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVOIAGE MARY- WWII- AVERAGE mARy-

5,45 GE NORM GE
LAND ENC LAND

IN CELAW ErEE
GE NORM GE NORM

DIFF114- AVERAGE MARY-

,

.
.

wALKER5vILLE 3 107.0 3.70 1.09 -.29 ,,3.95 4.07 -.12 A.A2 4.44 -.01 3.03 4.02 -,19

5 100.9 5.60
..

5.9T -.31 5.60 5.92 -.24 6.26 6415 +.11 6:17 6.09 .08 .

OFFER -
ENeE

1

WAVERO 3 10003 4.24 4.07 ..17 4,07 . 4.15 -.0144*/ 400 4.53 .275 4.28 4.09 .19

S 107.3 5.87 S.77 .10 5.96. 5.70 4.18 6.57 6.01 4:56 6.36 5.97 4
'
39

WOLFSVILLL 3 102.8 3.13 ' 3.72 -.59 3.3& .3.79 -.43 3.66 4.17 -.51 3,47 3.77. -.30

S 98.4 5.50 4.90 .52 5.79 5.03 .67 5.72 51,27 4.45 5.56 5.26 4,30

. G6005d0R0 .....
3 104:6 3.89. 3.6.3 .06 4.13 '3.91 .22 4.69 6.29 4.40 4.02 3.88 '0'.14

5 101,3 5.50 5.23 ,27 5,55 5.27 .28 5.08 5.51 4.37' 5.65 5.49 .16

.

VILLE,. SPRINGS 3 123,8 4,06 4.42 -,,16 4.20 4.52 -.24 4.36 4.90 -.54 3.05 4:41 n.56

5 .110.4 6.16 6.04 .12 6.20 n b.04 +.16 6.33 6.27 4.06 6.37 6.21 t.16

.
. ,

.0RUNSIIcK JR SR 7 100,2 6.66 6,76 -.10 6,97 6.7,11 .19 6.09 6.88 4.01 7.08 7.02 '4,06

9 96,9 0.39 7.91' ...to 0.03 7.05 . +.90 8.13 7.96 .17 8.77 8.04 4,73

'

EH417601JR6 3 100.7 3.21 3,50 -.37 3,35 3.V.5 -.30 405 4.03 .02 '3.20 3.65 -.37.

5 102,6 5.46 5.35 .11 5.71 5.30 4.33 6.36 5.62 4.74 6.23 5.59 .64

7 99.4 8.50 6.67, 1.03 6.65 6.7 -.05 7.35 6.81 4.54 7.38 6.94 , 4.44-

THuvoNT MIDDLE 5 104.6 5.74 5.53

. 7 101.2

4ALKERSVILLE HIGH

.4:1000CTIN

GOV THOMAS 'JOHNSON

4.21 5.06 .55 .31 6.12 5.79 4.33. 6.40 5.75 4,65

7.26 6.06 4.40 7.34 nO 4.46 7.50 6.98 .60 7.98 7,13 .8:
,

.

.

7 103.1 7.16 7.07 .09 7.30 7.07 4.23 7.13 7.16 .03 7:33 7.32 '4.01

9 1.03.5 8.56 8.60 -.12 0.67 0.62 4.05 0.47 8.61 .14 , 0." . . 8.75

9 109.1 8.02 9.35 -.5g, 9,21 9.29 -.08 9.05 9.19 -.14 8 .90 9.38 -.40

/

7 97,4 6.42 6.45 -.03 6.09 6.50 4.39 6.67 6.62 4.05 7.15 .' 6,74 4.41

9 100.7 8.49 0.35 4.14 8.18 0.29 , -.11 0.20 8.33 -.13 8.67, 8.45 4.22
.

,

UNGANORE SR JR HIGH / 04.0 7.07 7.17 -.10 .7,25 7.16 .00 7.69

9 94,0/ ,8.20 0.16 .12 8.44 6.09 4.35 8.54
7.25 4.20

0.17 t.37
7.26 7.41
8.73 8.27 4,46

MICIOLOORU JR SR 7 104.5 7.47 7.22 .25 7.45 7.21 4.24 7.59 7.30' '4.29 7.59 7.46 .13

9 101.5 8.50 8.45 .13 8.67 0.30 4.29 0.50 6.41 .4.17 8.51 8.53 -.02.

WEST FREDERICK JR 7 101.1 6.42 6.05 -.43 6.53 6.07 -.34 6.64 6.97 -.33 7.06 7.12

9 104.6 8.55 0.01 -.26 8.66 0.74 -.00 705 8.72 8.56 8.07 4./31

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINI'TIDN OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (I
ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS F011 INTERPRETING
THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL.

N

Garrett County

.

ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Present Status of the Accountability,Program..

Implementation of the Garrett County AccoUntability,
sses.sment Program began through total staff involvement of princi
als, supervisors, teachers, and aides with the nature and nurture
f assessment and accountability as relateduto Garrett County,

schools and clientele during the school year 1973-74. S.ystem

level goals in reading, writing, and mathematics were developed
and approved by the Garrett County Roard of Education at its ,Tuna

1974 meeting. Copies of these goals are found in the Mar and

Accountability Program Report, 1973-74. Each principal in the

Garrett County school system organized his faculty and dov loped
school objective6 related to each of the goals in the three basic

skills areas. Copies of the goals and objectives from each

school were sent to the Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum
and Instruction, who, along with the Garrett douhty Curriculum
Committee, reviewed and approved them.

An exemplary illuptration of the goal/objective setting

process that utilize] Goal IL in Mathematics for the State of

Maryland is as follows:

.10 4
,) .!
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4.4.12 Garrett County

G9als and Objectives in Mathematics

STATE Or MARYLAND GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Each Maryland student who his achieved the objectives for Itathematies
established by the local school, should:

11. Wall and /or recognita mathimatical definitions, facts, and symbols.
These are the simplest of mathematical tasks but are an essential aspect
of achievement: The level of difficulty in this category will deptad more
on exposure to the material and on memory than on developed skill.

.

1 1 2 1 4

.

3 4

. CadiftLTT COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM COALS AND OBJECTIVES

Lech student upon completion of his elementary,-encondary school
mathematics program should:
1.A. Ile able to recall basic athematicarfscta.

FRIENDS:JULE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL COALS A5D OBJECTIVES

. I
Each student upon completion of the Friendsville Elementary School
mathematics prove:hi

.

S.A.K. Given the numerals 1 - 10 should be able to give the teacher
the name for the numeral.

.N1

t

1.A.I. Given the numerals 0 - 99 should be able to give the teacher
the name for the numeral. / a

1.A.2. Given one digit addition and subtraction examples should be
.

able to recall the answer. - I
1.A.3. Given number 0*- 999 should be able to explain the place

value of each digit.
. I

1.A.3a. Given multiplication and division example* with factors
0 - I should be able to recall the / answer, I

. ' 1.A..4. Given multiplication and division hsamples'with factors
0 - 9 should be able to recall the answer.

I
1.A.4s. Given addition and subtraction examples with addends to

20 should be able to recall the newer.
I

S.A.S. Given a number up to 100 million should be able to explain
the place value of each digit.

I
1.A.4. amiaforce previously learned mathematical facts.

1.1. le able to identify mathematical sychols.
1.1.K. Given 2 sets of manipulative objects should be able to coapare

sets and which is gr eeee r than or loss than. I ft

1.1.1. Given mathematical symbols should be able to state to the
teacher the names for the symbols (..C. > , ' , + . - ). I

1.1.1a. Given open sentences appropriate for grads levershould be
able to identify symbols used. I ..

1.1.2. Given mathematical symbols should be stale to state to the
'teacher the names for these symbols (lb., os., tn. ", ft. ',
cm.). / *

1.1.3. Given mathematical symbols should be able tp scats to the
teacherAhs nonce for these symbols ( x. 0. B. yd., meter.
fraction symbol). I

14.A. Given mathematical symbols shou.ld bo able to state to the
teacher names of the symbols ( 0./1 , (.), of sets C). I

1.1.5. Given the I, s, symbol should be able to .tats the lams of
.. the symbol. I a

1.13. Givanf----' and decimal point should be able to state al
° name of that symbol. ,

0

2 9 5
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I.G. Able to recognise mathematical concepts, such 418 definitions,

facts and symbol*. as they appear in problematic and life

situatrona.

1.C.K. 13/A

1.C.I. Given manipulative coins rhould bi able to taconite
pennies. nickels, dimes.

1.G.le. Given manipulative clocks should be able tp *tats the time

in hour*.

1.G.2. Given manipulative coins should bn able to recognise
quarter*.

1.C.2a. Given manipulative clocks/should be able to recognize

half hours end quarter hoar.

1.C.1. Given manipulativo coins should be able to recognise

dollar and Its ccmponenis.

1.C.3e. Given manipulative clock, should be sble to tell [14
to the minute.

1.C.4. Given a sot of common symbols for linear weliht and liquid
measurement should be able to determine which is used for

each type of measurement.

1.C.5. Piien a set of problene.should be able to demonstrate his
knowledge of perieeter, aroa and volume.

1.G.i. Given a at of verbal problemehtuld be ally to demonstrate
knowledge of % as it pertains to real kits situatioea

(shopping, banking).

his

I a

I a A

I

I 'le

I

I

I a

The Garrett County Curriculum Committee had a three-day
workshop in June 1975 to discuss the present status of curriculum
development that resulted from the Maryland/Garrett County Accounta-
bility Assessment Program and to plan future county curricular
activites. It was decided by this group that social studies
should receive top priority, followed very closely by language arts.
With the emergence of the middie school in (,arrett County, em-

phasis is being placed on deveiol3ing goals and objectives for .

subject offerings appropriate to 'them.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Local assessment activities that are a part of the Garrett
County School System and complement the Maryland/Garrett County
Accountability Assessment Program are as follows:

Early identification ,of potential learning diffi-
dulties using the Maryland Systematic Obpervation
Instrument and the Parent Interview Checklist is
being conducted on each kindergarten and first grade
student in the Garrett County schools. Workshops
were held for teachers and administrators involved
so as to acquaint them with the process and to reap
the results of improved instructional programming
for the youth concerned.

ry

, t )
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i

In all Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), Title I, schools, the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests are given in Grades 1, 2, and
3 to improve instruction for Title I children
involved.

The Iowa Tests ofBasic Skills and the Cognitive
Abilities Test are given to all students in Grades
3, 5, "7, and 9, although only certain parts of
them ate used in the Maryland/Garrett County
Accountability Assessment Program. This is the
nucleus of the Garrett County testing programland
provides .sequential data regarding thq academic
growth of each 'student in the Garrett County
school system.

Various other specialized and individualized tests
are used with certain portions of the student popu-
lation in order to determine learning difficulties
and potential special education students, Tests
are also administered by guidande counselors in the
secondary_sdhools for the purpose of determining
vocational interests and aptitudes. Each of these
tests allows for better instructional programming
for each student regardless of ability and
achievement.

C. Commets on Accountability Assessment Results

Th6 Gafrett County Accountability Assessment Program was
conducted accord ng to state guidelines. A total of 1,664 youths'
were tested using the Town Tests of Basi' Skills and the Cognitive
Abilities Test: 386 in Giade 3; 447 in Grade 5; 443 in Grade 7;
and 388 in Grade 9 out of the total enrollment of 1,813 (91.73
percent). Those youths not tested were excluded because the
assessment instruments were not-applicable, or they wete not
capable of taking the tests.

Generalities about the results of the Maryland/Garrett
County Accountability Assessment Program can be made from the
following chart and tables in this report.

Ct
$
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D. Program Modification Activities

Program modification activities during the school year
1974-75 included: the expansion of functional reading to all schools
and all grades in the Garrett County school system; the continued
use of System 80's Educational materials in selected schools; the
expansion of learning centers in all content areas in all schools;
-the continuation of the levels approach to reading in Grades K-3;
the introduction of the levels approach to mathematics in Grades
K-3 and the interdisciplinary approach to consumer and career
education; a continued emphasis on individualized reading in
Grade61-5,6, 7, 8, and 9; the continued expansion of the educa-
tional pra4lams for the handicapped; the further development of
minicoursee in language arts in the secondary schools; and the
development of minicourses in the social studies in the secondary
schools. The use 9f educational television via videotape cassettes
is being continued in and expanded to all schools. , 4

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

In order to further improve educational programs and ser-
vices for Garrett County youth, the following recommendations are
made: 4

That efforts similar, to ESEA Title I for early child-
hood education'be made for youths in the middle
schools and in the first two years of secondary school.

That language drts resource teachers be provided
for all schbols, and that their efforts be focused
on the total language arts curriculum -- not just
reading.

That mathemat14s resource teachers be provided for
the elementary and middle schools to provide,scOpe
and sequence in the mathematics curriculum, and to
provide expertise to teachers who are in need of
good teaching skill's.

',That'workshops for teachers be conducted in all
content areas on a rotational basis for the purpose
of writing the curriculum and objectives within the

?
framework of the county developed educational goals.

what specially trained teachers be employed for the
secondary schools to teach basic reading, language
arts, and mathematics skills to those. youths one or
more years below grade level in each area, and that
special programs be developed through workshops,
seminars, etc. for these youths, emphasizing rele-
vance to the preferlt And the future, and using a
variety of media 't6 bring about positive educational
gains for the individual invopop.
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The generalities are as follows:

. The curriculum designed for Garrett County youthd

reflects positively the goals of the Garrett County
School System and the objectives of the schools as

measured by these assessment instruments. .

(In vocabulary, 50 percent of the schools in Grade

3, 36 percent of the schools in Grade 5, 33 percent

of the schools in qrade 7, and 50 percent of the

schools in Grade 9 scored above the state norm;

in reading, 67 percent of the schools in Grade 3, 73

percent of the schools in Grade 7, and 100 percent of

the schools in Grade § 'score above the state norm; in

language, 50 percent of "the schools in Grade 3, 27 6

percent of the schools in Grade 5, 67 percent of the

schools in Grade 7, and 0 percent of the schools in

Grade 9 score above the state norm; and-in mathemat-

ics, 58 percent of the schools in Grade 3, 73 percent

of the schools in Grade 5, i00 percent bf the schools

in Grade 7, and 100 percent of the schools in Grade 9

score above state norm.)

The youth of Garrett County always score lower in

vocabulary and language (writing) than in reading

and mathematics.

The nonverbal ability of Garrett County youth is

similar to the remainder of Maryland and the

United States.

Reading and mathematics in Gr des 7 and 9 show

considerable improvement over last year's scores

in these same areat and gradeh.

The emphasis on the basic skills in reading and

mathematics in Grades K-1, 2-3 and the emphasis

of ESEA Title I in these same areas and grades

may have significance in the scores received by

, Garrett CoUnty youth.



(1.

a

,$

That the StateApf Maiyland provide additional monies
to the local subdivisiop to provide for these unmet
needs in progratsaP4Services for Garrett County
Mouth.-

That the mate of Maryland providet monies to the
local subdivision for teachers, materials, and
services that provide an adequate educational pro-
gram, as prescribed by law,for xouths who are
handicapped.

e

SAC
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GARRETT COUNTY

TABLE SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE$

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS.

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

.

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -

SCHOOL AGE.CHILDREN
.

23,371 7,163 27.4

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS.,
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR-OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.2 10.3 . c

3. SCHOOL CHAAACTEAISTICSAAS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL .

ENROLLMENT

(7) .

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

_
.

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRAT4RS!

(9) s

AVERAGE
YEARS°

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE'

5,729 59,749 514,228 11.7 19,5 4

.(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

$13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

20.6Z 18.6 .:3.1%

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS' (FOR 1973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(t4)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL.

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT,
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$853.77. $584.08 68.4X:. $23.27
.

(18) ,

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISJRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL

: SERVICES

2.7X $3.17 0.4X

4.

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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GARRETT COUNTY
4

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

-

SKILL
WAS,

III

.

-RA-T

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
r.:1^Iffn

(31

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS

,. Tr,jrn

(41 :

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
Tr Tr,

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
P'..0'1

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(.p .

(7)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
rt

(a)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

.+Ar4W'

clr

VOCABULARY

"11`,

. 3

"1744440,0' WO" 4 trOl 44

91.9u
''... A t Z '40-114444,'1404A'M'' t`14104A44-',.-V ttWrigki4tOP:4,*,10. in' Atft..1 ,

1.02420 12 1UU.4 15.28 3.56

5 495 90.30° 11 100.6

I

14.84 5.00 1.51

7 455 97.36 6 100.0 16.77 6.66 1.84

9 443 87.58 2 100,5 15.54 8.34 2.01
94silliet,...46.-...t1/44;

3 420'
.4"6":401441041441e.

, 91.90

)MMi

12

S t '1"t11000#0014*--!'73140121501.4V

15.28

," K-P6i111rAr41,4,

3.68

.

1.19

074t.. '''.'

(2)

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

;..--1 ., , .. f

L31

SPELLING

.

100.4

41

5 495 90.30 11 100.6 14.84 5.24 1.52

7 , 455 97.36 100.0 16.77 6.93 a 1.68

' ' .14..4r1..,,p,..
3

443 87.58

t' 941,4i. 04'
91.90

2

Vle41,,,,gtoirk.

12

100,5
:7044,-N..,' . ,.tAftrrip

100.4

15.54
iNi.t. r ". Ittifrie,:,.

15.28

8.42
: *01:04-t-

4.02
8

.93

1.35420

5 495 90.30 11 100.6 . 14.84 k 5.12 1.82

e
455 97.36 6 100.0 16.77- 6.63 1.94'

9

#

443 87.58 2 100.5 15.54 7.89 2.19

(4)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 420 91.90
.

12 100.4 15.28

.

'4.00

t

1.24

5 495
..

90,00 11 100.6

. .

14.84 5.28

.

1.50

7 455 97.36 6 100.0 . 16.77 6.96 1.94

9 443
.....

, 87.58 2 100.5 15.54 8.18 2.21

(5)

PUNCTUATION

3 420 91.90 12 100.4 15.28 4.11 1.36

5 495 '0000
,l.'

11 100.6 14.84 5.18 1.50

7 '455 '97.36 .

100.0 16.77 6.78 2.03

7 443 87.58 2 100.5 15.54 8.08 2.32

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 66-67. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS ANS SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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GARRETT CO NTY

-TABL 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STAND RD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE E U1VA-
LENT SCORES, BY. SKILL)AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUE )

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS ,
ENROLLED

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED p

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

( )

AVE AGE
GR DE

MI ALENT
SC kES

..(G ,) '

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

16) I

LANGUA4
USAGE

I

3 420 91.90 12 ' 100.4 15.28 3.6 1.28

5 495 90.30 11 100.6 14.84 4.9. 1.61

7 455 97.36
0

6 100.0 16.77 6.47,
rt

1.99

9 - 443 87.58 2 100.5 15.54 7.60 2.30

(71

LANGUA6E

TOTAli

3 420 91.90 12 100.4 15.28 3.94 1.15

5 495 90.30 11 100.6 14.84 5.12 1.40 ,

7 455 97.36 6 100.0 16.77 6.71 1.73

9 443 87.58 1 2 100.5 15.5q 7.99 2.04 '

'r...'f'iV-' ; 4,k...1:14:, 3,40 , ! v.. 45:04014i $ . , 0..,.... .7.4404.0-is,. ,.,,,k, -, . .r.,..te.tx.iy..7... A

(8)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 420 91.90 12 100.4 15.28 3.65 .91

5 495 90.30 11 100.6 14.84 5.59 1.46

7 455 97.36 6 100.0 16.77 7.33 1.69

9 388 87.58
.---4

2 100.5 15.54 8.57 1.86

(91

MATHEMATICAL-
PROBLEMS

3 420 91.90 12 100.4 15.28 3.62

.

1.09

5 ' 495 90.30 11 100.6 14.84 5,35 1.33

, 7 ,455 97.36 6 100.0 , 16.77 7.11 1.70

9 443 87.58 2 100.5 15.54 8.59 1.81

110

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL'

3 420 91.90 12 100.4 15,28 3,63 .95

1

5 495 90.30 11 100,6 14.84 5.47 1.32

7 455 97.36, 6 100.0 16,77 7,22 1.59 .

9 87 58 100, 15.54 8.58 1,72

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 6 -69. FOR,DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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GARRETT COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM: LEVEL COMPA ISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974 -1975) D TA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE, GRADE EQUIVAL NT SCORES* '

GRAD
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1971 - 1974 1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

VOCABULARY

98.9 100.4

5 101,7 100-.6'

101.2

104,4 100.5

3,43 3.56

5,06 5.00

6.72 6.66

8.60 8.34

1.;1441 41:4400.44". ^.'':1'.4.1104*1

READING

COMPREHENSION

3.60

5 5.33

3.68

5.24

6.92 6.93

IT1'14104.: .r4.64,0"."

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

8.81

.3.84

8.42

A.,4,rA'ratt0101.
3.94

5 5.26

7 6.77

5.12

6.71

8.48 7.99

-40.4iNr v-WAhl 'Art+~*'":''.'1040111W

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3.59 3.63

5.47

7.22

8.86 8.58

5 5.51

7 7.25

',0oNNit.4& -41itewr ....N0gOkyr, mo

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS -TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II AREFROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

4 0
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.-GARRETT COUNTY (ACCIDENT' SOUTHERN qARRETT CO R SRI-

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFICE#

PERCENT

.

i PERCENT

$.

SCHOOL AGE CHILDRE N_

%RCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE
ORGANI=

SCHOOL
ENROLL-

PUPIL/
STAFF

DAILY
ATTEN

TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTERS
DEGREE

ISAD-
VAN-

EDUCA-
TION OF

FAMILY
IMCOHE

TEACHER
r
AD IN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATION MENT RATIO' DANCE OR ADOvE TAGED MOTHER (SI

SCHOOL NAME (1) 121 131 141 151 1 1 171 181 191 1101 1111 1121

ACCIDENT K-6 332 16.6 95.4 19.0 1'.0 8.2 16.5 15.Q 20.7 11.5 5718

CENTER STREET K-3 391 18.2 95.8 21.0 .5 8.7 34.0. 11.6 27.7 '10.2 6260

CRELLIN K-3 76 25.3 94.5 2.0 1.0 20.0 9.0 0.0

r
37.8 10.3 5411

DENNETT, ROAD 3-6 694 23.9 95.e 27.0 2.0 13.2 8.9 31.0 26.4 10.2 6178

FRIENDSVILLE K-6 254 18.1 96.9 13.0 1.0 4.5 12.0 14.3 22: 1 9.5 5488

. .

GRANTSVILL5 . K-6 337 19.8 95.7 16.0 1.0 13.0 15.5 11.910 mo 10.4 6095

KITZMILL4OR K-6 128 1'8.3 95.8 6.0 140 12.8 5.0 14.3 51.2 9.5 5647

LOCH LYNN HEIGHTS 1-6 158 26.3 97.8 5.0 1.0 %.6 11.3 36.0 33.3 23.5 10.7 6104

......

RED HOUSE_ /-6 155 25.8 96.2 5.0 1.0 8.8 Z6.0 0.0 47.7 10.8 4086

SWAN MEADOW 1-7 62 20.7 97.4 2.0 1.0 10.0 14.0 66.7 26.2 10.4 6024

YODER 1-7 e9 22.3 97.8 3.0 1.0 23.9 26.5 25.0 27.1 10.4 6006

BLOOMINGTON 167 23.9 95.1 6.0 1.0 18.3 6.0 28.6 , 7.0 10.5 7499

4

ROUTE 40 K-8 196 19.6 96.1 9.0 1.0 50 17.0 40.0 18.2 'isA 6401.

NORTH GARRET CO JR SR 7-12 898 17.6 94.2 48.9 2.0 11.9 19.0 25.5 24,9 10.4 5e69

SOUTHERN GARRET CO Jk SR 7-12 1,583 19.3 92.5 79.0 3.0 12.4 22.7 29.3 _30.0 10.2 5967

SeIrCHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCE,S OF DATA PROvIDEDIN THIS TABLE.
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TABLE 4.

GARRETT COUNTY
SCHOOL ST5ILM

GARRETT COUNTY (ACCIDENT -SOUTHERN GARRETT COUNTY SR JR.)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SKILL AREAS
A

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME. GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-. AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER - ,AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND E LAND ENCEENCE LAND INCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

.

ACCIDENT 3 106.2 4.02 3.093

5 105.15 5.63 5.63\
A

. CLNTER STREET 3 103.1 3.71 3.73'

CRELL1N 3 91.3 2.60 2.97
. ,

DENNETT ROAD 3 104.2 3.57 3.81
5 101.4 4.157 5.24

FRIENUSVILLE 3 92.0 3.22 3.02
5 102.e 5.20 5137

GHANTSVILLL 3 100.9 4.01 3.59
5 97.2 4.155 4.87

S.

KITZMLLLER 5 915.1 4.152 4,95

4

. LOCH LYNN HEIGHTS 3 101.3 3.20 3.62
5 94,3 5.01 4.62

RLD HOUSE 3 95,5 3.77 3.25
5 99.1 4.151 5.04

SWAN MEADOW 3 1u0.6 3.91 3.57
5 96.1 5.24/ 4.70
7 114.2 7.56 8.20

YOOER 3 101.5 3.81 3.63
5 109.2 6.43 5.93'
7 106.0 7.07 7.39

-1

EILOOMI4TON 3 97.3 3.29 3.36
5 96.1 4.93 4.78
7 94.4 6.26 6.13

ROUTE 40 3 92.3 2.93 3.04
5 100,7 -.4.49 5.1e
7 103.2 7.15 7.015

N. GARRET JR SR HI 7 100.3 6.67 6.77
9 101.4 15.61 0.43

S. GARRETT JR SR HI 7 6.60 6.66
9 9 8.1a 15 .26

, . ".1

+.09 4.08 4.01 +.07 4.37 4.59 -.02 3.1515 3.97 -.09

.00 5.93 5.66 +.27 6.02 5.159 +.13 .6.50 5.155 +.65

.4

-.02 3.63 3.01 -.1/5 4.54 4.19 +.35 3.80 3.79 +.01

...?

-.37 2.35 3.01 -.66 2.90 3.40 -.50 2.155 3.11 -.26

-.24 3.e2 3.08 -.06 3.93 4.26 -.33 3.77 3.06 -,09
-.37 5.07 5.215 -.21 4.92 5.52 -.60 5.37 5.50 -.13

+.20
-.17

3,40 3.06 +.34 3.39 3.45 -.06 3.115 3.15, +.03
5.30 5.40 -.10 5.06 5.64 -.5a 5.26 5.61 -.35

.42 4.11 3.66 +.45 4.24 4.04 +.20 3.155. 3.66 +.19
-.02 5.05 . 4.93 +.12 4.97 5417 5.20 5.16 +.04

-.13 5.40 5.00 +.40 5.22 5.25 -.03 5.60 5.23 +.37

-.42 3.46 3.69 -.23 3.315 4.07 -.69 3.33 3.69 -.36
+.30 5.21 4.615 +.53 4.80 4.93 -.13 5.11 4.93 +.115

+.52 3.415 3.30 +.1A 3.915, 3.615 +.30 3.71 NZ +.36
-.23 5.31 509 +.22 5.11 5.33 -.22 5.40 t.09

+.34 4.23
+.46 5.93
-.72 15.12

3.64 +.59 4.76
4.84 +1.09 6.46
0.19 -.07 15.74

4.02
. s.oe
e.22

+.74 4.23
+1.30 . 6.21
+.52 9.49

3.65
5.07
15.46

+5a
+1.14
+1.03

+.10 3.77 3.70 +.07 4.27 4.015 +.19 3.71 3.70 +.01

+.50 6.59 5.94 +.65 6.63 4.17 +.46 6.45, 6.12 .33
-.32 7.20 7.37 -.17 7.73 7.44 +.29 15.31 7.62 +.69

-.07 3.48 3.42 +.06 3.50 3.150 -.30 3.33 3.46 -.13
+.15 5.02 4.04 +.115 4.93 5.0a -.15 4.155 5.07 -.22
+.13 6.95 6.20 +.75 7.17 . 6.33 +.154 7.35 6.43 +.92.

-.11 3.37 3.0a +.29 3.50 3.47 +.03 3.315 3.17 +.21

-.69 4.15e 5.22 -.34 4.4'4 5.46 -.62 5.55 5.44 +.11
+.07 7.49 7.00 +.41 7.04 7.17 -.13 15.01 7.33 .515

-.10 7.02 6.79 +.23 6.95 6.89 +.06 7.32 7.03 +29
+.10 e.67 7 8.37 +.30 15.10 8.40 -.30 e.63 e.52 +.11

*

-.06 6. 150 6.69 +11 6.43 60
-.08 8.27 0.40 .07 7.02

0 -.37 6.99 6.93 +06
8.25 -.33 15' .55 15.36 +.19

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 14-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATIONOF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
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LQCAL'SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.13 Harford County

A.. Present Status of the Accountability Prograp.

The Harford County.publicschools have responded tp the

accountability effort in Maryland by developing systemwide goals

and school objectives, and by participating in the statewide assess:-

ment program according to guidelines provided by-the Maryland State

Department of Education. Systemwide goal's in reading, writing,

and mathematics, based upon state goals,,xere developed and adopted

by the Board of Educ4tipn during the 1972-74 school year. .These

goals can.be found,,A6 the Maryland 21qCOuntability Program' Report,

School Year 1913-74: Following the complption of the systemwide

goals, plans for the developmdnt of local school objectives in
%

reading, writing, and mathematics were designed and implemented.

Throughout the pbjective-writing effort,,which involved
faculties, building administrators, and central office specialists,
emphasis wasplaced on the, uniqueness of school needs and the
necessity for maximum involvement of the local sctibol staff and

parents in order to ensure the xesponsiveness.of the objectives to

those needs.



The process used to develop school objectives,required
considerable inservice preparation of school leadership personnel
by the County Acbountability Resource Team. In September 1974,
each school was asked-to develop an action plan detailing the acti-
vities to be undertaken in developing its objectives. The plan was
designed to ideritify each specific activity to be accomplished in
completing the objectives, the person(s) responsible for that
activity, and the date by which the activity intuit be completed.
Attempting to assist schools in the development of their action plans,
the team conducted a half-day workshop in September 1974. At
that workshop, the criteria to be obseived in preparing the action
plan were discussed with the principals and supervisors.. By,

October, each school had submitted its action plan to the Central
Accountabifity bommittee and had begun the task of writing its
objectives.

The action plan submitted by each school indicated that
the'objectives were to reflect-the instructional priorities of the
school and that they were to be completed on schedule and according
to the proper form. Among the other aspects of the various plans
were the, following:

4, Provision for invo3vement by the school curriculum
committees;

Delegation of primary responsibility for the actual
writing of the objectives to faculty members with
particular expertise in reading, writing, and
mathematics;

Provision for involvement of the total faculty in the
development of the objectives;

Provision for participation by parent's in the process.
of reviewing the school's objectives;

The establishment of procedures for regularly review-
ing,all available information regarding the school's
progress toward the attainment of its objectives,
including standardized test-fecores; and

Provision for modifying existing programs when the
information suggests a need to-do so..

C

In each school, a communication plan was also developed
to provide for a continuous flow of information among school leader-
ship, faculty, and parents regarding the progress being made by the
school toward becoming fully accountable and the potential of educa-
tional accountability for improving the education offered to
children and youth.

The reviewing process conducted by the Central Accounta-
bility Committee during February and Marsh 1975 had several distinct
steps. First, three major responsibilities were assigned to local
school leadership:

t.)0 9
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Prior to submitting school objectives to the Central
Accountability Committee, the principal and super-
visor of each school were to review the school ob-
jectives in order to ascertain their appropriateness
to the abilities and needs of the students in their
school,.

The school objectives were to reflec accurately the
instructional priorities of the schael in the areas
of reading, writing, and mathematics.

The school objectives were to be written in an
acceptable form. Members of the Resource Team could
be consulted for assistance in this area.

After the school objectives were submitted to the Central
Accountability Committee, screening groups comprised of members of that
committee reviewed all the objectives in order to deteymine their con-
formity to county goals. -Then the chairmanof the Central Accounts-
bility Committee met with each principal and superVisor to review
the objectives and, whenever necessary, to request changes. Revi-
sions were then made by each school and sent to the Central Accounta-
bility Committee for review and final approval.

On March 24, 1975, the Superintendent of Schools was .

notified by the Central Accountability Committee that every .scliool
had developed objectives that were 'acceptable and that supported
the goals of the Harford CoUnty public school system.

For the remainder of the school year 1974-75, schools
concentrated on the implementation of their stated objectives and
on improved communication within their respective communities con-
cerning all aspects of the accountability program.

B. Local Assessment Activities

The variety of loca l assessmeneractivities designed to
supplement the state-mandated Accountability Assessment Program are
being implemented in Harford County public schools. The Metropolitan
Readiness Test (MRT) is being administered in May to,all kindergarten
students. This instrument measures a child's competency in certain
skills, and the tasks that are essential to his /her success in
the first grade. The MRT has been found to be extremely useful
as a predictor of later school performance. Ttre results are care-
fully examined by teachers, building principals, and county super-
visors in determining the appropriate instructional placement of the
child. The only other assessment instrument administered county-
wide is the Differential Aptitude Test, which is given at mid-year
to eighth grade students in an effort to prOvide 'them with informa-
tion that will be useful in their selection of programs and courses
in high school.
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A survey of all elementary and secondary schools in the
county reveals a variety of approaches to assessment. The majority
of schools, however, find the mandated program sufficient for theit
needs, whemssupplemented by teacher-made tests or tests supplied by
textbook publisher's that are administered to classes as part of their
regular instructional activities. A few schools also reported fairly
extensive use of standardized or locally-developed tests, particularly
in reading and mathematics. In several schools, county-developed
diagnostic tests in reading and mathematics are administered at the
discretion of the teacher. In addition, a commercially-prepared series
of criterion-referenced tests in reading and mathematics were piloted
successfully last year in one elementary school, and will be used in
three additional schools in 1975-76.

Secondary schools varied similarly in their use of addi-
tional assessment instruments. One middle school, for example, re-
ported widespread use of the Gates-MacGinitie Test in reading, that
CTBS in language, and SRA tests in science and Mathematics The\
Gates-MacGinitie Test is also administered in a junior-senior high
School, supplemented by the Direct Edtcational System Test in
reading.

- The diversity of assessment practices in Harford County
schools clearly reflects the belief held by the school system that
a school assessment program must satisfy the unique needs and char-
acteristics of the programs and students in that school. From an
instructional standpoint, the major purpose of the assessment pro-
gram is to provide specific information to teachers and 'administra-
tors concerning strident achievement or failure to achieve the deter
mined objectives. Since these objectives are properly sensitive
to the needs and wishes of the individual school, it follows that
assessment techniques are best determined at the Atchool level.

C. Comments, on Accountability Assessment Results

Examination of the results of the-Year II Assessment
Program in the Harford County public schools reveals that the achieve-
ment of students and schools exceeds the average achievement of stu-
dents throughout the State of Maryland, and is higher in all of the
basic skills and at each of the grade levels tested. Further
analysis of the'scores indicates that this level of achievement
was attained in spite of the fact that the results of the nonverbal
ability test in Harford County were somewhat lower than in the-
previous year of testing.

Since one of the purposes of accountability testing is
to locate those schools that show exceptionally high levels of

1For 14 Schools-receiving funds under ESEA Title I, the Metropolitan
Achievement Test is also mandated in Grades 1 and 2.

3 1 1
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achievement so that their programs and methods may be ana zed and

adopted for use4hroughout.the county and the state, it'is signifi-

cant to mote that three elementary schools and one middle school

obtained outstandingly high scores in reading comprehension, and that

one elementary school also performed exceptionally well in vooabUlary.

Several other schools earned scores that were very close to such

distinction, and a considerable number exceeded the typical per-

formance of comparable schools in Maryland in each achievement area.

The fact that no school: obtained,significantly low:scores in any
achievement area is of equal importance.

There seems to be no plausible explanation for the slightly

lower scores in the average county performance on the'nonverbal

ability test: Itishould be remembered, however, that different

students were tested and that their scores are within reasonable

expectations.

D. Program Modification Activities.

A survey of Harford County public schools indicated that

considerable program modification activities are being implemented

at all grade levels. These activities include not Only alternative

instructional materials and teaching techniques, but also innovative

organizational practices such as team-teaching, individualization

of instruction, and a variety-of approaches to the grouping of stu-

dents for instruction, Throdghout the school system, major emphasis

is being placed upon the three basic skill areas -- reading, writing,

and mathematics -- .for which school objectives have been developed.

In all cases, these objectives have served as the basis for program

modifiiation activities, although instructional priorities' have

been suggested by student performance on the Iowa Tests of Basic

Skills. The results of an item analysis of the ITBS subtests were

made avai101e to all schools last fall. Evidence suggests that

in every school careful study has been made of student performance

on the items,2 and that this performance has been an important

factorin program planning.

While the bulk of modification activities has ocouzzed

in reading, language, and mathematics in the elementary schools,

several schools have also reported modifications in skill and con-

tent sequencing, and in the integration of study skills into the

curriculum. One school empha'sized the development of individualized

programs for children who were identified by the ITBS as "deficient"

in reading. Another indicated that local assessment activities had

led to the implementation of alternative instructional programs for

kindergarten children who were identified at the beginning of the

2The format of the item analysis provided for the grouping of

items representing specific skills.

9
A. AA.
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year as potential highrisk, average, or gifted readers. Much ad-
ditional effort in reading has been devoted to the development
of instructional strategies and materials designed to improve stu-
dents' functional reading competencies.

The language arts area, including writing, grammar,
usage, and spelling, has also been addressed by many elementary
schools. For example, an innovative, individualized spelling program
has been introduced in one school, while another has begun to imple-
ment a program in creative writing and literature for gifted children.

°In mathematics, acknowledgment has been made by the
elementary schools of-individual differences in ability and achieve-
ment through the implementation'of more flexible organizational
practices such as regrouping, individualization, mixed large and
small group instruction, and by the development in one school of
special m hematics activities for gifted children.

At the secondary level, the results of Year I assessment
have also been translated into program modification, principally in
the areas of reading, language, and mathematics. In addition to
intensive work in the development of-activities and materials for
`the teaching of functional reading skills, secondary schools report
that efforts are being made to meet the needs of all students by
individualizing the reeding program, and by providing special
remedial instruction to children with deficiencies in reading.

A In the language arts, middle and high schools have re-
sponded to student deficiencies identified through assessment by
developing new writing courses, including a two-year sequential
composition program and a "Survival Writing" program, wand by intro-
ducing additional instructional units in grammar and usage.

Finally, in mathematics, many secondaiy schools report
that additional emphasis is being placed upon "functional mathema-
tics," including basic facts, computational skills, and problem-
solving. One secondary school has re-eyaluatAd its mathematics
program in light of both the school objectives and its assessment
criesults and is,in,the process of preparing a.resource book for
teachers that will provide further assistance with instructional
,activities and describe the use of instructional materials in
mathematics.

In summary, the program modification activities that have
been implemented thus far demonstrate that4he teachers and adminis-
tratord in Harford County are responding constructively and creatively
to the challcknge of accountability. As greater sophistication in
the use of assessment results is acquired, it is expected that new
programs will be developed and present programs will continue to be
adapted to meet the diverse needs of the students.
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E. . Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement' of

Programs and Services

The,conscientious efforts of the staff of the Harford
County public schools in developing system .goals and school objectives

and in implementing and utilizing the accountability assessment pro--
gram demonstrate a strong caumitment to accountability. :However,
the goals-and objectives that have been established as a result of
the accountability program will be--d- ult to attain unless certain
additional needs are met. The primary n d is for the provision of
sufficient additional time for the staff odevelop and implement,
he total program. This need will, become increasingly severe as
additional program and instructional deficiencies are revealed

through assessment results. The additior,,-.t funding required to meet

this need, however, has not been provided and it seems evident that
without it the steps }necessary to overcome these deficiencies cannot

be taken. As a result, the real intent of the accountability program

will riot be accomplished.

Unmet needs alto remain in the areasof measurement and
evaluation. Since the instruments currently used for statewide .

assessment do not address all of the state and system goals, it is
evidentthat statewide efforts to identify and develop more appro-
priate and comprehensive instruments must be strengthened. Moreover,

local efforts must be made to determine valid Snd reliable-techniques
for measuring accomplishment of the school objectives.

In spite of the aforementioned unmet needs, the Harford
. County school system is responding positively to the opportunities

that are presented by the Maryland Accountability Program for im-
proving the instructional services to its youth. The ability of the

state, and of the local system to sustain a positive point of View
and to maintain interest and effort as the accountability program
is'expanded in scope and continued over an extended period of time

may well be the most crucial of the unmet needs.

a
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HARFORD COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY'AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

.*42)IAN ,

FAMILY
INCOME

4"

(3)
.

PERCENT
.

DISADVANTAGED
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN..

129,994 12,472 8.2

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR'OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

'EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OROLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.1 12.1

1. SCHOOL CHARACT0fISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE ,

TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
.y4ARs
ACKINGTEACHING

EXPERIENSE'

'(10) _

AVERAGE
''YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

33,365 $12,049 $19,465 9.1 15.6

(11)
, -

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO

'''' (13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

29.3X 18.4 . 94.9Z

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

.

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOk

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR, CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$968.77 $731.39 75.5% $23.58

(18).

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
'FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION
o.

(19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

'(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.4% $8.11 0.8%
I

I

.$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF, DATA

PROVIDED I,N THIS TABLE.

ti
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HARFORD COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
.SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-,
LENT SCORES, BY'SKILL AREA,AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

11)

VOCABULARY

READING

COMPRE-

NENSION

r.RNPr

3

5

7

121 13/ 14)

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF
STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS
rt.:n(1111-n

-96.92

15/
AVERAGE.

STANDARD.
AGE

SCORES

16/

STANDARD
DEVIATION

t 0.p)

(7)

AVERAGE
GRADE,

EQUIVALENT
SCORES'frn

-,.."okas'asagrt.ftateft ;:e$.1*4114111i$00404e1...
102 8 16.11 . ).89

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

1.09

2790 97.71 25

2820 92.45 6

102.7 15.50

102.3 15.25

5.64 1.48

.7.41 1.74

9 2586

ML83.44

6

-"qi- M EN.20
3 2532 96.92 25

102.6 15.75 8.93 1.8510400004,10*-wiesftwY
102.8 16.11 3.93 1.22

2790 97.71 1 25

2820 92.45

.0.1".."41:447,

13) 3

SPELLING

'2586

2532

83.99

6

102.7 15.50 5.69 1.42

102.3 15.25 7.50 1.64

-A4K-44tV.t4.,

96.92 25

102.6 15.75 8,93

f.AflegWAV 'nq' r a f-t;
102.8 16.11 4.34

1.73

1.29

5 2790 97.71 25 102.7 15.50 ,5.82 1.68

2820 92.45 6' 102.3 15.25 7.42 1.96

9 2586 83.99 102.6 15.75 .8.80 2.06 -4
(4)

GAPJTAL-
IZATION

3 2532 96.92 25 '102.8 ' 16.11

5 2790 97.71 25 102.7

e
4.07 1.25

15.50' 5.83 1.61

7 2820 92.45 6 102.3 15.25 7.47 1.95

9 2586 83.99 6 102.6 15.75 8.83 2.11

15/

PUNCTUATION

3 2532, 96.92 25 102.8 16.11 4.12 1.40

5 2790 47.71 _25 102.7 15.50 5.65 1.58

2820 92.45 6 102..3 7.29 1.98

9 2586 83.99 6 102.6 15.75 8.52 213

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66 -67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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HARFORD COCIOY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
tENT SCORES, BY SKILL 'AREA AND'BY'GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

(1)

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
,STUDENTS
ENROLLED

,(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(41. w

NUMBER OF
SCII0OLS
TESTED- ,

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD .

AGE
SCORE '`

(SAS)

(6)
,

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD,)

(7)

,
AVERAGE
,GRADE
EQUIVALENT
SCORES
9 (GE)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

r(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE a

USAGE

.

3 2532 96.92 25^ 102.6, 16.11 3.90 1.37

5 2790 97.71 25 102.7" 15.50 5.6b 1.66

7 2120 92.45 6 102.3 15.25 7.36 2.00

9 2566 63.99 6 102.6 15.75 6.46 2.15

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

,i,;-,,,...,_ ,,:, .. -.plerk-.1,-..,:,..c...?,;.-ir

(6)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3
. '2532 96.92 25 10,8 16.11 4.11 1:16

5 2790 97.71 25 102.7 15.50 5.72 1.44

7 2820 . 92,45 6 192.3 15.25 738 1.73

9 7586 83.99
: .03" *1114NROMIOW:

96.92

F

25

Pr . 6
. -

ifiWhiiallali.;:dl:

102.6

15,75

16.11

8A
. ,1715.1.-0:4'

3.60

° 1,85
mt:4:1;

.95

.. ,Alk- A-7.7.Y

2532

5 2790 97.71 as 102.7 15.50 5.66 1.32

7 2620 92.45 6 102.3 15.25 7.50 1.56

9 2566 63.99 6 102.6 15.75 9.05 1.61

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 2532 96.92 25
.

102.8 16.11 3.75 1.07

5 2790 97.71 25
L

102.7 15.50 5.47 1.30

7 2620 92.45 6 , 102.3 15.25 7.15 1.59

9
,

2566 63.99 6

v

102.6 15.75 6.60 1.77

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 2532 96.92 25 - 102.8 16,11 3.77 .95

5 2790 97.71 25 102.7 15.50 .5.56 1.23

7 2820 ' 92.45 6 102.3 15.25 7.33 1.48

9 2586 83.99'

-tqwW401,41'.*41040104004000e-

102.6
;.

15,75
0: . ... .. ..-4.44000,540..,.,=,.

8,82 1.68

. , 41,16;,'",

$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66..-.69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDD IN THIS TABLE.
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HARFORD COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH

E A a II (1,974- 1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974' 1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY.

102.8

5' 104.5 102,7

7 '102,6 102,3

105,2*g-A

VOCABULARY

READING

COMPREHENSION

7

9

3

. 3.85

5.61

7,39

9.05

3.93

102.6

3.89

5.64

7.41

8,9

3,93

5. 5.68 . 5.69

7 7.50

8,89 8.93

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

4.03, 4.11

5 5,75 5;72

7 7.37

8.80

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL .

5

3.71

5.61

7,38

8.66

3.7.7

5.56

7 7,35 7,33-

* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FORDEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

FOP. INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE

FROM DIFFERRIT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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HARFORD COUNTY (BAKER FIELD MEADOWVALE)

TAI1LE a. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCE'S PROFILE*

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE'
ORGAN!
241LON

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL.
MINT
(21

PUPIL/
SIAFI
RATIO
131

PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY
ATIEN-
DANCF
041

TOTAL ND.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF
MASIER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

19)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
1101

MY.DIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
moIvER
Ill)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOML
($1
(12)

TLACIII R

151

ADMIN.
t6I

TEACHER
(71

ADMIN.
(0)

BAKERFIELD K-5 684 21.7 95.6 29.5 2.0 10.8 17.5 19.0 9.6 . 12:2 10,638,

DEL AIR K-6 796 21.7 96.2 34.7 2.0 11.1 8.5 19.1 8.3 12.2 12.475

CHURCHVILLE K-6 562 19.1 96.0_ 27.5 2.0 8.3 17.5 r6.9 7.9 11.7 .10,594

,

DARLINGTON K-5 259 17.3 95.7 14.0 1.0 13.3 14.5 20.01 13.6 11.0 9231

DEERFIELD K-6 663 19.8 95.6 31.5 2.0 6.1 28.7 20.9 6.9 12.1 9834

DUBLIN K-6 469 16.7 96.0 26.0 2.0 9.2 18.5 17.9 14.4 10.8 9098

EDGEWOOD CEDAR DRIVE K-5 915 16.5 94.5 52.5 3.0 6.7 /4.5 17.1 10.2 12.3 10,138

I

FOREST HILL K-6 \ 483 19:3 96.2 23.0 2.0 8.6 10.5 24.0 4.9 12.1 12,146

.

AALLSCROSS ROADS P-5 592 17.7 94.5 31.5 2.0 9.7 13.3 28.3 15.4 12.1 8505

HAVRE DE GRACE P-5
0

739 19.7 94.5 35.5 2.0 11.5 10.5 24.0 13.2 .11.1 9476

HICKORY K-6 918 20.6 96.0 42.5 2.0 10.2 12.5 33.7 11.4 12.1 12,030

HIGHLAND K-6 ,,435 19.1 94.8 21.8 - 1.0 10.1 15.5 34.2 9.1 10.9 8789

HILLSDALE K-5 480 16.3 95.8 27.5 2.0 10.0 21.5 33.9 6.9 11.4 8940

HOMESTfAD 4-6 848 21.7 97.1 37.0 2.0 10.6 10.3 35.9 3.7 12.2 13,295

'21.7JARRETTSVILLE K-6 738 22.6 96.2 30.7 2.0 9.4 19.9 8.6 11.5 10,670

JOPPATOWNE K-6 764 20.4 97..1 35.5 2.0 7.5 18.0 29.3 2.6 12.4 12,80

MAGNOLIA K-6 740. 21.4 96.0 32.5 2.0 3.2 19.5 20.3 5.8 NA NA

MEADOWVALE K-5 621 19.7 96.0 29.5 2.0 .12.3 12.5 22.2 6.8 11.5 10,154

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS-AND SOURCEOF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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HARFORD COUNTY (BAKER FIELD - MEADOWVALE)

TABLE 4.. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

romwww COUNTY AVERAGE -STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSILM

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE

BARERFIELD ELEM

BLL AIR LEER

5

HILLSDALE

HOMESTEAD ELEM

JARRETTSVILLE ELEM

JOPPATOWNL ELEM

MAGNOLIA LLCM

MEADO4VALE ELEM

SAS

3 103.5
5 103.1

3 104.3
5 106.3

CHURCHVILLE LEER 3 102.7
. 5 104.9

.
.

DARLINGToNiELEm 3 100.0
5 94.0

DEERFIELD ELEMENTARY 3 101.4
5 103:1

DUBLIN ELEM 3 101.6
5 101.7

.

EDGEWOODCEOAR DRIVE 3 94.7
5. 97.1

FOREST HILL ELEM 3 100.0
5 104.6

HALLS CROSS ROADS 3 9n.9
5 93.0

HAVRE DE GRACE ELEM' 3 98.5
96.2

HICKORY ELEM 3 104.7
5 1U6.5

,

HIGHLAND ELEM 3 97.7'
5 98.2

3 100.8
5 102.0

5 106.7

3 99.1
5 100.3

3 108.7
5 104.7

3 96.0
5 96.6

3 1'02.1
b 102.0

SEE,CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74..75.

**

VOCABULARY

AVERAGE MARY".
LAN',

GE NORM

3.79 3.76
5.79 S.39

4.03 3.81
b.02 5.60

3.91 3./1
5.50' .

5.5.

3.84 3.59
5.10 4.59

.

3.69 3.63
5.44 5.39

3.77 3.64
5.42 5.27

.3.14 3.19
5.14 4,06

4.17 3.59
5.55 5.53

3.42 3.53
4.83 4.50

C3.73 3.44
5.30 4.78

3.93 3.84
5.60 5.69

.

3.73 3.39
5.33 '4.95

3.88' 3.59
5,0e. 5.37

6.09 5:71

3.87 3.40
b.04 5.15

4.20 4.10
6.00 5.54

3.31 3.20
5.26 4.02

3.87 3.67
5.76 5.30

SKILL AREAS

RC/WING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL.

oiFFrn- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER",
I-4XE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORM GC NORM GE NORM

r

4.03 3.95 3.83% +.12 4.10
4.40 5.07 5.43- 4.44 5.n2

o

4.22 3.90 3.09 4.09 4.15
4.34 6.00 5.70 4.30 6.12

4
.4.20 4.0S 3.78 +.25 4.14
-.05 5.58 5.50 4.00 5.0
0 L 5

4.25 3.90 4.13
.59 5.37 .26 (::151 . 5.15

.

4.06 3.90 3.69 +.21 3.79
4.05 5.53 5.43 4.10 5.50

A

.4.13 3.97 3.71 4.26 4.05
+.15 5.55 5.31 +424 5.43

-1
..:05 3.17 3.24 "...07 3.'38

4.20 5.12 4.92 +.20 5.18

4.50 4.33 3.b5 4.t41 * 4.28
+.02 5.69 5.55 4, 4 5.75

...11 3.42 3.59 -.17 3.70
4.33 4.90 4.57 +.41 5.14

4.29 3.77 3.50
.60 5.38 4.04

4.27 9.23
+.54 5.36

+.09 4.05 3,91 +.14 4.49
-.01 5.81 5.71 +.10 5.79

+.34 dip 3.66 3.44 +.22 4.01
4.37 5.62 5.01 +.61 5.48

4.29 3.65 3.65 +du) 3.79
-.29 5.14 5.40 -.26 5.25

4.30 6.00 5.73 +.35 6.09

4.39 3.72 3.54 +.18 3.86
4.09 5.90 5.19 +.79 5.74

4.10 4.26 4,10 +.08 4.44
4.54 6.04 5.56 +.48 6.10

4.03 3.44 3.33 +.11 3.57
4.44 5.22 4.00 4.34 5.14

+,20 3.80 3.74 +.14 4.03
4.46 5.73 5.33 4.40 6.41

4.21
5.66

4.27
5.93

-.03
+.26

-.12
+.19

3.75
5.4a

3.82
5.77

4.16 -.02 3.00
5.81

.
-.26 5.46

4.04 +.09 3.76
4.90 +.25 4.90

4.08. -.29 3.68
5.66 -.16 5.38

.
. .

4.09 ...Oil 3,72
5.55 -.12 5.43

3.63 -.25 3.10
5.16 +.02 5.16

4.04 +.24 4.02
5.79 -.04 5.50

3.98 -.28 3.57
' 4.82 +.32 5.10.

3.88 4:135 3.46 .

5.09 4.27 5.39

4129 4.20 4.02
5..95 -.16 5.57

,

3.83 4.10 3.58
5.25, +.23 5.55

4.T4 -.2s 3.64
5.64 -.39 5.21

5.96 +.13 5.96 ,

3.92 -.06 3.57
5.43 +131 5.68

4.55 ...12 4.06
5.80 4.30 5.77

3.72 415 '3.30
5.12 4.n2 5.16

402 -.09 3.64
5.57 +.44 5.64

3.81. -.06
5.63 -.15

3.06 -.04
5.09. -.12

3.77 +.03
5.78. ...32

3.66 +.10
4.91 '.":01

3.69 -.01
5.63 -.25

3.70 +.02
5.52 -.09

i

3.30 ...20
5.15 4.01

3.66 4.36
5.75

3.61 ...O4

4.83 4.27

3.53 ...07
5.08 4.31

3.88 .F.14
5.90 -.33

3.48q 4.10
5.24 +.31

3.66
5.61 .40

5.42 .404
4

3.56 , 4.01
5.41 4.27

4.12 -.06
5.76 4.01

3.38 ...08
5.11 4.05

3.73 +.09
5.54 +.10

FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION Or ASTERISK (*I ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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HARFORD COUNTY (NORRISVILLE NORTH HARFORDSR JR).

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

HARFORD 2

Q
,

....

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT . PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN "EDU.%

GRADE
ORGANI-

SCHOU).
ENROLL-

PUPIL/
STAFF

DAILY
ATTEN

TOTAL NO. - EXPERIENCE MASTER'S
DEGREE

DISAD-
VAN-

EDUCA-
TION OF

F.C.!ILY,

II.COME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 11)

SCHOOL NAME (11 (2) (3) (4) ($). (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

NORRISVILLE K-6 276 21.9 93.6 11.6 1.0 12.8 11.0 52.4 7.3 10.9 9560

OAKINGTON K^5 726 18.9 95.9 36.5 2.0 10.7 21.3 26.0 8.9' 12.3 8339

PROSPECT MILL 506 16.6 96.7 28'.5 2.0 5.2 11.5 26.2 11.2 11.9 11,747

RIVERSIDE K -6 644 19.2 97.2 31.5 2.0 8.8 17.0 29.9 i.8 12.4 12,877

SLAT4 RIDGE K -6 250 19.8 95.9 11.6 1.0 11.3 10.0 .44.4 9.2 10.9 8631

*

WAKEFIELD K -3 953 21.7 96.0 42.0 2.0 11.7 16.5 13.6 3.7 12.2 13,295

WM PACA OLD POST RD K -5 '883 19.6 94.7 42.0 3.0 8.7 15.8 26.7 6.6 11.2 10,554

,YOUTHS BENEFIT K..-6 1,1'63 19.4 97.0 57.0 3.0 8.0 11.0 29.2 2.4 '12.2 12,648

ABERDEEN MIDDLE 6-8 1.533 18.4 95.2 80.2
0

3.0 7.2 16.0 31.5 10.6 112.1 9407

EDGEWOOD MIDDLE Erql 1,143 17.3 93.5 64.0 2.0 77.8 22.0 33.3 7.4 .11.8 10,351
4

HARVE DE GRACE ErqI 867 18,1 93.2 46.0 2.0 8.9 12.0 27.1 11.0 11.2 9624

t -

ABERDEEN SR HIGH 9-12 1,719 17.4 911 13 95,0, 4.0 9.0 113.4 4545 '11.3 12.1 o 9410
"I

...

BEL AIR MIDDLE 7-8 2,074 18.2 96.0 111.0 3.0 8.1 16.3 34.2 6.5 12.1 12.3816

BEL AIR SR HIGH 9-12 3,207 18.2 95.5 171.0 5.0 9.A 17.2 40.9 7.5 '12.1 12,386

EDGEWOOD SR HIGH 912 1,293 17.0 91.5 73.0 3.0 10.0 18.0 40.8 7.7 12.0 10,688
s

HARVE DE GRACE SR ,9 -12 879 16.9 90.7 50.0 2.0 8.1 20.0 28.8 11.9 11.2 9624

JOPPATOWNE JR SR . 7-12 1,510 18.6 93.4 78.0 3.0 5.3 16.3 29.6 5.0 12.3 12.419
A

NORTH HARFORD SR JR 7-12 1,833 19.5 94.2 91.0 3.0 9.t 12.5 35.1 10.1 11.1 9687

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLa.
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HARFORD COUNTY (NORRISVILLE - NORTH HARFORD

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

HARFORD COUNTY
SCHOOL.SYSTLM

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

-

41

VOCABULARY REAOING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

bRAOE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- OIFEFR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- o1FrER...

LANO ENCE LAND ENCE LAID ENCE ENCE

NORRISVILLE ELEA, 3

,5'

OAKINGTON ELEMENTARY 3
5

SAS

103.9
104.2

103.5
103.3

GE NORM

.

3.92 3.79
5.47 4.49

3.84 )06
5.22 5.41

PROSPECT MILL 3 104.8 4.15 3.84

5 104.0 6.04 5.47

RIVERSIDE 3 107.4 4.24 4.01
5 107.7 6.16 5.80

SLATE RIOGE ELEM 3 101.3 3e96 3.62
5 102.0 5.42 5.30

WAREFIELO ELEM 3 110.5 4.43 4.21

WM pACA OLO P05T RO 3 97.0 3.43 3.39
5 100.9 5.37 5.20

YOUTHS BENEFIT ELEM 3 106.6 4.27 3.96
5

)

105.5 6.03 p.61

ABERDEEN MIDDLE 7 100:3 7.01 6.77

EDGEW000 MIOOLE 7 98.9 6.99 6.61

HARvE OE GRACE 7 96.5 6.91 6.35 '

ABERDEEN SR HIGH 9 101.3 0:50 0.42

BEL AIR MIUDLE 7 105.3 7.02 7.31

BEL AIR SR HIGH( 9 106.3 9.42 9.00

EUG0000 SR HIGH 9 98.9 8.68 8.14

HAVRE DE GRACE 5R 9 98%5 8.51 8.10

JOPPATOWNE JR SR 7 103.5 7.77 7.15
9 103.4 9.14 0.67

NORTH HARFORO SR JR 7 103.2 7.20 7.04
9 100.4 0.53 0.32

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF

GE NORMGE
.

..GE NORM

444

..

,13 3.94 3.86 4.08 4,23 4.24
_co./

3.74 3.04 . -.10

-.02 5.51 5.52 -.01 5.20 5.76 -.56 5,60 5.72 -.12

.04 3.92 3.03 .09 4.17 4.21 4.16 3.86 3.81 4.05

-.19 5.40 5.44 .04 6.06 5.68 4.30 4.74 5.65 4,13

.31 4.01 3.92 4.09 4.07 4.30 -.23 41(3.05 3.89 -.04

.57 5.86 5.50 +.36 5.76 5.74 4.02 5.70 5.70 4.00

.23 4,41 ' 4.09 4.32 4.38 4.47 -.09 4.12 4.04 4.08

.36 6.03 5.82 .21 6.33 6.05 +.20 5.94 6.00 -.06

.34 4.00 3.69 4..4 4,15 4.07 +.00 3.76 3.69' 4.07

4.12 5.28 5.133 -.05. 4.99 5.57 -.50 5.39 5.54 -.15

.22 . 4.45 4.30 4.15 4.63 4.68 -.05 4.28 4.22 4.06

4.04 3.42 3.45 -.03 3.46 3h14 , -.38 3.38 3.40 -.10

.17 5.57 5.24 '4.33 5.59 5.48 4.11 5.36 5.46 -.10

. .

. .

.31 4.32 4.04 4.28 4.45 4.42 4.01 4.09 3.99 4.10

.42 5.99 5.63 4.36 5.85 5.86 -.01 5.72 5.02 -.10

.24 7;15 6.79 4.56 7:01 6.09 4.12 6.95 . 7.03 -.011

.30 7.14 6.65 4.49 7.05 6.76 4.29 6.99 4.69 4.10

'.46 7.20 '6.41 +.79 7.02 6.53 .49 6.94 6.64

4.16 8.61 8.36 4.25 5.26 8.39 -.13 ' 0.45 8.51 -.64

.51 7.83 7.30 4%53 7.71 7.37 4.34 7.62 7.15 4.07

4.42 9.41 8.94 4.47 9.14 0.09 4.25 9.33 9.05 4.24

*
4.51i 0.65 8.00 +.57 B.30 8.16 4.28 8.59 0.25 +.34

4.41 0.46 8.03 4.43 8.18 8.12 4.06 8.22 8.21' 4.01

t*

+.62 7.01 7.14 4.67 7.69 7.43 4.,46 7.53 7.39 4.14

4.47 9.00 0.60 4.40 0.74 8.10 4.14 0.91 8.74 4.17
....

4.20 7.34
4.21 8.68

7.00
0.26

4.26
4.42

7.27
8.49

7.17 4.10 7.47 7.33 4.14

0.30 4.19 0.59 0.42 4.17

TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 11 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SOORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS"FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.14 Howard County

Introduction

The Howard County public school system-cohtinues to be
the most rapidly growing system in,the state. Between 1969 and

1974, Howard County's 'publi'c schools show a 46.5 percent in-

crease in enrollment. In the same period, the state school sys-

tem averaged a 0.2 percent increase. Much of this increase has
been related to the migration of students into the county. This

migration is due largely to the development of the City of

Columbia.

,. Responsive to the anticipated needs of this changing
pupil population, the staff of the Howard County public schools

I
planned and 'implemented the educational strategies of increased
individualizatioh, nongraded classes, m teaching, and open

enrollment. Further, objective-baded i struction is becoming an

ongoing process in curriculum and program development.

327
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A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Howard County1s activities during the first year of
the accountability program were directed toward aligning county
goals in reading, writing, and mathematics with the goals
specified in the State Accountability Model. These activities
were coordinated by abcounty committee of teachers, principals,
and supervisors. During this first year, the committee accomp-

,lished the following tasks:

Translated the state goals into county goals and
behavioraZ objectives;

Determined the grade placement at which each ob-
jective should be achieved across all schools r*
in Howard County; and

Assembled the objective statements and recommended
achievement levels by subject area into objective
handbooks and distributed these handbooks to indi-
vidual schools.

Accountability activities during the second year of the
program have been directed toward the implementation of these ob-
jectives at the individual school lwel. It was the responsi-
bility of each school to use the,obTective handbooks as guides
in predicting the ?grade levels at which 80 percent of the stu-
dents within a school would master each objective. Additionally,
each school was to identify the types of measures to be used to
assess st'cident successes in achieving the behavior specified in
the objective. This grade placement activity was h carefully
monitored process As shown-in the. Monitoring Flowchart at the end
'cf this narrative. The term "flowchart" applies to the fact that
the objective- setting process is graphically depicted as a
sequence of six procedural stages. All steps mithin each stage
are identified sequentially; all foreseeable outcomes at each
step are shown; and the steps following'eaeh outcome are desig-
nated.

Each school in the system has submitted plans indicating
the grade levels at which each objective identified in the objective
,handbooks is expected to be mastered. Each set of plans has been
monitored, and all schools are c5rently implementing these instruc-
tional objectives.

4f.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Norm-'referenced, instruments have been emphasiied in the
State Accountability Program. In the traditional sense, these
instruments have made available to ltacal decisionmakers, information
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that allows an individual student, a school., or a school system
to be compared with some well-defined group or groups that took
the test under similar conditions. In the nontraditional sense,
the State Accourtability Program has allowed local decision-
makers to measure more directly the impact of an instructional
program on a strident popdlation by allbwing meaningful compari-
sons between similar student populations attending schools in

slit
thd state. This unique feature of the Maryland Acco bility
Program has added precision to the evaluation proce owever,

the instruments currently being used°in the accountabi ity pro-
gram do not have the specificity or are they implemented in a
design that allows for the identiVication of specific skills a
student needs to master while there is still time left in the
academic year to teach these skills.

Howard County's assessment activities are directed at the

development and implementation of an objective-based testing approach

in Grades K-8 that may alleviate these weaknesses. The objective

based tests will identify the skills a student cannot perform prior

to and during the instructional process. Once this information is

gathered,-the student is placed at the proper Step in an instruc-

tional sequence. Learning is measured in tgrms of the new skills,

a studerit can perform at the end of the academic year.

The differences in specificity and interpretation reflect

the differing purposes of these tests. It is well that both kinds

of tests will exist in the county. Instructional decisionmakers

need both the specificity of the objective-based tests and the com-

parative characteristics of the norm-referenced measures to assess

curriculum-across school systems.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The 1974-75 accountability data provided by the Maryland

Accountability Assessment Program indicate the level at which stu-.

dents are performing at the time-of testing. These data, when

analyzed alone, do not, indicate growth in academic achievement.
Therefore, the 1974-75 data were compared with data"collected over

the past five yearS'so that academic progress within and across
grades could be determined. It is from this point of view that

the following analysis is made.

1. Within Grades

'This analysis indicates that; when comparing the
1974-75 Iowa Tests results with -Iowa baseline data
in 1970 -71, student achievement as measured in

tit)
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grade equivalents continues in an Upward trend in
terms of subtest totals and composite scores in
Grades 3, 5, and 7. .

When comparing the 1974-75 Iowa Tests'results with
1973-74 Iowa baseline data, student achieliement
levels in 3:974-75,as measured in grade qquivalents..
have been maintained at the relativelpthigh levels
achieved in 1973-74 in Grade 3, have increased in
Grade Sand 7, and have maintwitled the 9.2 gxade
'equivalent composite score achieved in 1973-74 for
Grade 9. This\conclusion is supported by the folr
lowing: ,

Grade 3

With 1970-71 test scores as baselipe, county
mean scores increased from 3.9 toA.2 (three
months) in vocabulary, increased from 4.0 to
4.2 (two months) in reading, increased 4.1 to
4.5 (four months) in totakjanguage skills,
and frc5m 3.9 to 4.0 (one Month) in total arith-
metic skills, while general ability levels
increased 1.3'units 10,06.4 to 107.7).

With 1973-g4 test snores as baseline, county
mean scores increased from 4.1 to 4.2 (one
morith).in vocabulary, increased from 4.1 to
4. (one month) in reading, and remained the
same in total language skills (4.5) and total,
arithmetic skills (4.0), while general ability
levels remained approximately the same (107.4
to 107.7).

Grade 5. r--

With 1970-.71 test `scores as baseline, county.
mean scores increased from 5.9 to 6.1 (two
months) in vocabulary, increased from 5..7 to
6.0 (three. months) in reading, increased from
5.7 to 6.2 (five months) in total language
skills, and increased from 5.6 to 6.1 (five
months) in.total arithmetic-skills, while
general ability levels decreased 0.9 units
(107.6 to106.7).

With 1973-74 test scores as baseline, county
mean scores increased from 5.9 to 6.1 (two
months) ih vocabulary, increased from 5.9 to
6.0 (one ninth) in reading, inCreased from

4

2 (3
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e.ex

6.1 to 6.2 (one month) in total language
skills, and increased from 6:0 to.6.7. (one
month) in total arithmetic skips, while
general ability levels increaSe0. 1.2 units
(105.5 to 106.7). I

Grade 7

With 1972-73 test scores as baseline, the
oldest available baseline, cotinty mean scores
increased from 7.6 to 7.7 (one month) -in

vocabulary, increased from 7.2 to 7.6 (four
months) in reading, increased from 7.2 to 7.7

(five months) in total language skills, and
increased from 6.9 to 7.7 (eight months) in

total arithmetic skills, while general ability
levels decreased 4.4 units (108.7 to 104.3).

With 1973-74 test scores as'baseline, county
mean scores increased 7.6 to 7.7v(one month)
in vocabularN07.5 to 7.6 in reading, 7.6 to
7.7 in total lianguge skills, and 7.6 to 7.7
in total arithmetic skills, while general
ability levels decreased 1.5 units (105.8 to
104.3).

Grade 9

Only two testing points are available for

Grade 9: one testing point in 1973-74 and one-
testing point in 1974,-75. This lack of data
prevents a clear trend line from being estab-
lished and may cloud instructional impact with
student population differences.

'owever, with 1973-74 test scores as baseline,
county mean scores decreased frbm 9.3 to 9.2
(one month) in vocabulary, decreased from 9.2

to 9.1 (one month) in reading, remained at
9.1 in total language skills, decreased from
9.1 to 9.0 in total arithmetic skills, and
remained at 9.2 for the composite score, while
general ability levels increased 0.7 units
(105.3 to 106.0).

2. Across Grades

Grade 3
fir

The mean Iowa composite score of students
tested in the eighth month of instruction is

4.2 grade equivalents. This county mean com-
posite score'is well above the national norm
by approximately four months. The county sub-
test scores in vocabulary, reading.comprehen-

r
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ion, language total, and matheirtatics total
average approximately five months above the
state norms on each respective subtest.

Grade 5
t

The mean Iowa composite score of students
_tested in the eighth month of instruction is
.6.1 grade equivalents." This county mean score
is above the national norm by approximately
three months. The county subtest scores in
vocabulary, reading comprehension, language
total, and mathematics total average approxi-
mately seven months above the state norms on
each respective subtest.

Grade 7

The mean Iowa composite score of studenta tested
in the seventh month of instrudtion is 7.7 gitde
equivalents. This county mean scoreas egtva-
lent to the national norm.. The county subtest
scores in vocabulary, reading comprehension,
language total, and mathematics total average
approximately seven months above the state
norms on each respective subtest.

Grade 9

The mean Idwa composite score of students tested
in the seventh month of instruction is 9.2 grade
equivalents. This county mean score is below
the national norm of 9.4 by approximately.two
months. The county subtest scores in-vocabulary,
reading comprehension, langulage.total, and
mathematics total average approximately six
months above the state norms on each respective
subtest.

The data in support of these conclusions may be viewed
below. Achievement levels are reported in grade equivalents.

Vocabulary

Howard State Howard State

Language
Total

3 4.15 3.56 3 0.50 4.01

5 6.11 5.25 5 '6.23 5.53 a

7
9

7.72
9.24

6.05 7

8.48 9

7.65
9.13

6.98
8.46 04

Reading Mathematics_
Comprehension Total

3 4.17 3.63 3 4.01 3.63 be,

5 5.98 5.29 5 6.10 5.50

7 7.59 6.87 7 7.66 7.12
9 9.14 8.42 9

f:

9.04

1.)
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D. prilram Modification Activities

Since accountability will place increaSed",emphasis on
student learning outcomes, instructional models are being:rsfihed
that.will pro,Vide more frequent feedback of learning outcomes
to administrators and teachers during the instructional process.
This increase in frequehcy of feedback will enable teachers to
increase specificity of instruction and will result in program
modifications and improvements that will assure that each stu-
dent achieves his potential.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

The development of accountability support systems requires
a reallocation of resources and the setting of'difftrent priorities
at both the state and local level. Human resources skilled in
psychometricS,'objective-based instuction, and stems analysis
are needed. Financial resources are needed to retrain staff, pro-
vide differentiated Ataf4ng, and develop support systemsidirected
toward.increaseestudent,learhing rates. Such resources will be
needed to permit improvement of those programs, and services related'
to the Maryland Accountability Assessment Program.

,t

0
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HOWARD COUNTY
7

TABLE 1,. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMAITY'AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE *.

Ao., COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(l)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

. PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

85,167 $16,086 5.0 .

(4)

EDUCATIQNAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOLN
----

EARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

'12.4 12.3

3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL'

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(I)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS '

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

23,123 $.1,907 $20,040 7.8 17.9

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

33.12 18.5 94.62

C. 1fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS .(FOR 197319:74 SCHOOL YEAR)

4(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR OSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

{?.ER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
. FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$1,122.80 5816.55 72.72 $24.06

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.12 $7.33 0.72

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES'60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF'TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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HOWARD COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADEt

SKILL
AREAS,

:t-OtiirY-% g'14161W24.01;ij,41-4"..

(I)

VOCABULARY

`6:1;"44.44*MillggAPA;W"
(2)

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

(1)

.

.

mint
ti$910104A0WWOMON

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
1-'0.01111)

1103

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TI e.T11,

.0i4StV,Pre.

96.55

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS

' I 1 cif ^

, '`.'4'tk

23

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
( 1 -. 1

(61

STANDARD
DEVIATION

( , n )

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(r,1

ili;.4A411SIKOOPVC"ViZOIM

4.15

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION
VP1

1,11
wUwil.

108,1 15.68

5 1975 . 99.65 23 107:9 114.96 6.11 1.49

7 1854 99.14 10

.

106.1

.

14.85 7.72 1.73
....

1909 86,90 6 .107,3 15.80

'---cili4:4444
15.68

9.24

-. ' ,

4.17

1.93
1,-.0.5.g.,...

1,27
772-141=7,7=MILF--':17.47

1708

'''' . .

96.55 23

......

108.1

5 1975 99.65 '23 107.9 14.96 5.98 I 1.51

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 .7.59- d 1:69

r
9.14 1.791909 PA,90 107.3

. At,

108.1

15.P0

.4sivipketly,tmogooki-.1..q-..roldip,4.4,~44010411444,Y4W4011000f4Y..w

(3)

SPELLING

d

1708
==.717

96.55

,-

23 15.68 I 4.65
I 1.34

5 1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 6.22 1,68

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.59

,

2.05

9 1909 86.90 6 107.3 15.80
II

8.97 2.24

(4)

CAPITAL-'
IZATION

3 1708 96.55 23 108.1 15.68 4.43 1.28

S 1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 6.23 1.63-

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.80

-

2.05

9 1909 86.90 6 107.J 15.80 9.22 2.26

15)

,

PUNCTUATION

.

3 1708 49§.-55 23 108.1 15.68 4.61 1.45

5 1975

1

99.65

_,...."A

23 107.9 14.96 6.19 1.61 '

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.59 2.05

9 1909 86.90. 6 107.3 15.80 9.05 ic 2.15

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

r-j^()t) i.

336



HOWARD COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES; BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

(11

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS'
ENROLLED

(31

PPRCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

14)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(61

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1708 96.55 23 108.1 15.68 4.32 1.31

5 1975 99.65 23 107.9 .14.96 6.25 1.71

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.65 2.00

9 1909 86.90 6 107.3 15.80 9.26 2.18

17)

LANTALGUAGE

TO

18)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1708 41,55 23 .108.1 15.68 4.50 . 1.21

, 5
1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 6,23 1.47

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 4.85

15.80

15.68

7.65

9.33

4.08

1.81, .

1.97

.99

a

3

am

1708.

P; on

96.55

6

23

107 3

108.1

5 1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 6.29 ' 1.50

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.82 1.75

9 1909 86.90 6 107.3 15.80 9.24 1.94

(g)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1708 96.55 23 108.1 15.68 3.94 1.08

5 1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 5.90 1.37

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.50 1.69

9 1909 86.90 6 107.3 15.80 8.85 1.84

(101

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 1708 96.55 23 108.1 15.68

'7

4.01 .98

5 1975 99.65 23 107.9 14.96 6.10 1.36

7 1854 99.14 10 106.1 14.85 7.66 1.63

9 1909 86.90 6 307.3

.

15.80 9.04 .

.

1.79

-.004-.4., ...( .4114..4i-, '1114'<t"4,14 4411.12401144 5ANACINAW ..: - -4.0. ,4'...

4 SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 68-69. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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HOWARD COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SY,STEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORESt

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

./,.).'44,:,..14,,,,

3 107.6 108,1

106.8 107.9

105.8 1051
9

3

106.5 107.3

voitqz.,;. --$1114;e6,

4,10

VOCABULARY 5

READING

COMPREHENSION

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

5.93

7.60

9.25

4.15

6.11

7.72

9.24

4'4 .:941 ,1,744kit'kirll' .

4.14 4.17

5 5.98

7.59

9 9.15 9.14

7

5.89

7.53

3

.

4.46

. . .

4.50

5 6.08 6.23

7 7.57 7.65

9 9.12 9.13

3

. .. 1 OilrAtalvi ,

3.97

44441#,OpA., .

4.01

5 5.96 6.10

7
g

7,62 7.66

9 9.10 9,04

-- -. A:ow ... itt5,,,ig?e, . :1

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP. INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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HOWARD COUNTY (ATHOLTON -.SWANSFIELD)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

HOWARD 1

e - PERCENT PERCENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA-- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENRnLL- STAFF ATTEN-. DEGREE VAN- TION OF I:.COME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MCNT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)

SCHOOL NAME (I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 111) (12)

.

ATHOL TON 588 23.5 96.2 23.0 2.0 10.7 18.3 28.0 0.8 12.6 15,679

BRYANT WOODS K-5 463 21.5 95.9 19.5 2.0 8.1 13.0 23.3 1.1. 14.6 15.217

CENTENNIAL LANE 525 22.8 96.1 20.0 3.0 8.4 22.7 30.4 4.2 IA2.3 14,695

CLARKSVILLE P(.5 544 20.5 95.7 24.5 2.0 9.3 15.8- 41.5 1.2 12.3 15,300

ELKRIDGE 1(...5 532 24.2 15.1 20.0 2.0 7.2 20.5 22.7 4.6 11.6 11,385

ELLICOTT CITY K...5 411 19.6 96.7 19.0 2.0 10.3 24.5 33.3 6.6 12.2 12,263
a

FAULKNER RIDGE P('-5 393 20.7 96.5 17.0 2.0 8.1 16.5 36.8 0.0 14.1 15,293

GUILFORD K-5 275-- 15.3 96.1 16.I1 2.0 7.8 18.5 33.3 7.5 11.8 g'11,028

HAMMOND 410 20.0 96.9 18.5 2.0 9.8 15.1 43.9 6.0 12.2 13,775

JEFFERSON HILL K-6 NO RESOURCE DATA AS OF 9/74

LISBON 545 20.6 94.8 24.5 2.0 10.9 9.5 26.4 9.1 11.9 11,415

LONGFELLOW K-5 541 22.5 96.7 22.0 2.0 5.9 14.5 25.0 0.0 14.8 15,197

NORTHFIELD 503 17.6 96,93 27.5 1.0 7.8 44.0 21.1 3.3 . 12.3 14,585

0

PHELPS LUCK 558 21.5 96.2 24.0 2.0' 6.5 16.5 23.1 1.4 12.5 43048

. . gi,

ROCKLAND 1("5 481 ' 18.9 96.1 24.5 1.0 9.3 17.5 37.3 . 12.8,, 12.1 13,437
1.

RUNNING BROOK K-5 370 19.0 97.0 18.,5 1.0 5.4 11.0 38.5 1.0 14.8 15.197

STEVENS FOREST 1(..5 572 24.9 95.5 22.0 1.0 4.8 18.0 26.1 3.8 12.7 15.668

SWANSFIELD 1(....5 457 20.8 95.6 20.0 2.0 5.5 15.0 45.5 0.0 13.1 15.420

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

)
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HOWARD COUNTY (ATHOLTON - SWA-NSFIELD)'

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

HOWARD COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCAUULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MANY- OIFFER-- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND EI.CE . LANG ENCE LAND INCE LAND EMCE

GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORMSAS

ATHOLTON 3. 112.6
-5 113.1.

BRYANT WOODS 3 110.0
5 111.6

CENTENNIAL LANE 3 112.1
5 109.9

CLARKSVILLE 3 105.0
5 107.3

ELKRIDGE 3 105.8
5 104.6

ELLICOTT CITY 3 105.4
5 105.4

FAULKNER RIDGE 3 108.7
5 112.3

GUILFORD . 3 101.7
. 5 95.0

HAMMOND 3 111.4
5 111.0

JEFFERS HILL 3 108.5
5 104.0

LISBON 3 101.3
5 99.4

LONGFELLOW 3 109.4
5 109.2

NORTHFIELD 3 111.5
S 109.0

PHELPS LUCK 3 106.5
5 109.7

RUCKLAND 3 108.5
b 101.5

RUNNING UROOK 3 111.0
5 107.2

STEVENS'S FOREST 3 110.3
5 114.2

SWANSFIELO 3 109.0
5 107.1

4.27 4.35 -.Op
b.62 6.25 .34

4.44 4.18 +.26
6.49 6.14 +.35

4.30 4.31 ...III

6.03 5.99 4.04

.

3.93 3.66 4.07
5.60 5.77 -.09

3.61 3.91 .-.30
5.55 5.53 .02

4.05 3.88 4.17
5.75 5.60 +.15

4.41 4.10 4.31
7.92 6.21 +1.71

(

3.70 3.0 4.04
4.74 4.44 -.20

4.61 4.27 4.34
b.66 6.09 4.57

3.95 4.08 -.13
6.35 5.65 4.70

3.74 3.62 4.12
5.47 5.07 4.40

4.59 4.14 4.45
6.45 5.93 4.52

4.43 4.28 4.15
6.04 5.92 4.12

4.12 3.95 4.17
6.24 5.98 +.26

4.07 4.06 -.01
5.86 5.25 4.61

4.36 4.24 4.12 °
5.94 5.76 4.18

4.26 4.20 4.66
b.15 6.37 -.72

.

4.23 4.11 4.12
4.12 5.75 4.37

4.55 4.44 +.11 4.66 4.82 -.16 4.18 4.34 -.16
6.53 6.27 +.26 6.76 6.50 .24 6.65 6.43 4.22

4.27 4.27 +.0n 4.55 4.65 -;I0 4.14 4.19 -.05
6.45 6.15 +.30 6.56 6.37 +.19 6.64 6.31 .33

4.36 4.41 -.05 4.74 4.79 -.05 4.05 4.31 -.26
5.96 6.00 -.04 6.21 6.23 -.02 5.95 6.17 -.19 '

3.84 3.93 -.09 4.16 4.31 -.15 3.76 3.90 -.12
5.78 5.75 +.00 6.15 6.01 +.14 5.66 5.97 -.31

3.51 3.99 -.111 3.99 4.37 3.52 3.95 -.43
5.44 5.55 -.11 5.52 5.79 -.27 5.51 5.75 ...24

W.23 3.96 +.27 4.60 4.34 +.26 4.16 3.92 +.24
5.54 5.62 -.08 5.55 5.86 -.01 5.90 5.52 +.08

4.47 4.18. +.29 4.54 4.56 +.28 4.27 4.12 4.15
7.21 6.21 41.00 7.39 6.43 +.96 6.76 6.34 4.40

3.36 3.71 -.35 4.40 4.10 +.30 3.77 3.71 +.06
4.55 5.00 -.45 4.91 5.24 -.33 4.93 5.23 -.30

4b
4.57 4.36 +.21 4.57 4.74 +.13 4.17 4.27 ...1'0

5.94 6.10 -.16 6.74 6.32 +.42 6.64 6.26 +.35

4.00 4.17 -.17 4.08 4.55 -.47 3.64 4.10 -.26 ..

6.19 5.67 +.52 6.04 5.91 4.13 5.70 5.86 -.16

3.63 3.64 -.06 4.21 4.07 +.14 3.74 3.69 +.05
5.23 5.11 +.12 5.78 .5.35 +.43 5.47 5.34 +.13

4.59 4.23 +.46 4.55 4.61 +.24 4.43 4.16 u+.27
6.53 5.94 +.59 6.53 6.17 4.36 6.53 6.12 +.41

4.44 4.37 .07 4.54 4.75 +.09 4.17 4.28 -.11
6.04 5.93 +.11 6.34 6.16 +.18 6.45 6.10 4,35

4.11 4.03 +.06 4.39 4.41 -.02 3.87 3.99 -.12
5.92 5.99 -.07 6.42 6.21 +.2I 6.17 6.16 +.01

4.02,. 4.17 -.15 4.35 4.55 3.86
::g5.65 5.29 +.36 5.74 5.53 +.21 5.64

4.31 4.34 -.03 5.09 4.71 +.38 4.66 4.25 ;.41
5.80 5.77 +.03 5.04 4.01 5.84 5,96 -.12

0

4.31 4.29 +.02 4.68 4.67 4.21 4.13 4.21 4..05

6,25 6.37v -.12 6.26 6.59 -.33 6.73 61.52. 4.21

4.29 4.20 +.09 4.70 4.55 4.12 3.90 4.13 -.23
5.90 5.77 +.13 6.39 6.00 +.39 6.00 5.96 +.05

/

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 041 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAIL.
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HOWARD COUNTY (TALBOTT SPRINGS - HOWARD HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

HOWARD 2r.
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

4 PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE scHnot. PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA. FAMILY
OMANI.-
ZATION

°

potou-
MCNT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN
DANCE

DEGREE
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF
MOTHER

INCOME
(S)TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (61 (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (121

TALBOTT SPRINGS K-.5 578 23.6 95.4 22.5 2.0 6.3 11.5 12.2 2.0 12.6 14038

THUNDER HILL 1C-.5 : 522 22.2 96.8 21.5 2.0 b 5.6 19.5 121.3 1.4 12.5 13,948

WATERLOO K.-5 454 18.2 95.5 22.0 3.0 7.1 19.2 24.0 4.6 12.1 12,649

WEST FRIENDSHIP K..-5 611 22.2 96.0 25.5 2.0 6.6 16.3 43.6 5.2 12.1 12,479

WHISKEY BOTTOM ROAD 105 465 20.7 94.6 20.5 2.0 7.4 15.0 31.1 4.8 11.7 10,346

CLARKSVILLE MIDDLE 1,.8 432 18.0 95.8 22.0 2.0 9.7 21.0 41.7 0.8 12.3 15,387

DUNLOGGIN MIDDLE 6 -8 556 19.2 96.9 27.0
)

2.0 5.6 19.7 41.4 3.4 12.3 14,6119

ELLICOTT CITY MIDDLE 6 -8 547 18.2 94.7 28.0 2.0 6.8 23.5 26.7 ' 6.3 12.2 12,705 P

GLENWOOD MIDDLE 6 13 728 19.7 94.6 35.0 . 2.0 8.8 13.0 21.6 7.3 12.0 12,3,411

HAMMOND MIDDLE
\

6-8 545 17.0 95.2 30.0 2.0 4.8 10.0 21.9. 5.6 12.3 12,767

HARPERS CHOICE MIDDLE 6 -8 419 16.8 95.1 23.0 2.0 6.7 23.5 40.0 0.8 14.3 15,2511

OAKLAND MILLS MIDDLE 6-8 644 19.5 96.0 31.0 2.0 6.5 22.6 33.3 1.4 12.5 14,726

P#TAPSCO MIDDLE. 6 8 619 17.2 95.4 34.0 2.0 7.4 14.0 30.5 7.8 12.2 14,855

WATERLOO MIDDLE 6 -8 640 19.1 94.2 32.0 2.0 7.7 18.5 35.3 5.2 1/.7 11,359

WILDE LAKE 1,11 514 17.1 93.4 28.0 2.0 5.9 23.5 30.0 1.1 14.6 15,220'

ATHOLTON HIGH 912 1,088 20.5 91.8 51.0 2.0 9.2 15.3 39.6 6.0 12.2 12,413

GLENELG HIGH 9...12 9e5 20.7 93.9 44.5 3.0 11.3 16.8 47.4 7.0 .12.1 12,563

HOWARD HIGH 11.12 1,306 20.7 89.3 59.0 4.0 12.3 16.3 52.4 5.9 12:0 11,841.

9 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED FN THIS TABLE.
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HOWARD COUNTY (TALBOTT SPRINGS - HOWARD HIGH)

)TABLE-4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

HOWARD CuUNTY
SCHOOL SYS1EM

SKILL AREAS

'

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
.

.

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MART- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
LAND EHCI LAND

SAS GE NORM
LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

' GI! NORM GE NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

TALBOTT SPRINGS 5 104.2 5.90 3.61 .09 5.85 5.08 +.03 3.66 4.26 +.40 5.65 3.86 -.21

.. 5 106.9 6.28 5.75 .55 6.17 5.75 .42 6.20. 5.98 .22 5.82 5.93 -.11
,..

THUNOER HILL 5 111.8 4.56 4.50 .06 4.35 4.59 +.04 4.54 4.77 +.45 4.31 4.30 .41
5 112.4 6.57 6.22 4.35 6.59 6.21 4.54 6.67 6.44 .23 0 6.67 6.37 .30

WATERLOO 3 100.2 4.04 3.55 4.4Q 4.02 5.61 .41 . 4.52 4.00 .52 5.71 5.62 .09
5 112.1 5.95 6.19 -.24 5.69 6.19 +.50 6.17 6.41 +.24 6.18' 6.35 +.17

0

WEST FRIENDSHIP 3 109.4 4.25 4.14 .11 4.52 4.23 .09 4.69 4.61 .08 4.26 4.16 .10
5 107.2 6.45 5.76 4.69 6.41 5.77 .64 6.60 6.01 .790 6.47 ,5.96 .51

.

.

WHISKEY BOTTOM ROAD 3 104.8 3.22 5.89 -.62 5.07 5.92 -.85 5.16' 4.30 -1.12 5.24 3.89 -.65
5 103.7 5.41 5.45 -.04 5.33 5.48 -.15 5.29 5.71 +.42 5.27 5.68 , -.41

CLARKSVILLE MIDDLE 7 108.4 8.28 7.65. 4,65 8.02 7.61 4.41 8.05 7.67 06 7.87 7.86 .01

DUNLOGGIN MIDDLE 7 108.4 8.07 7.65 4.42 7.97 7.61 .56 7.81 7.67 .14 7.86 7.86 .00

ELLICOTT CITY MIDDLE 7 103.7 7.72 7.14 .56 7.60 7.15 .47 7.72 7.22 -- .50 S 7.76 7.38 08

GLENWOOD MIDDLE 7 105.7' 7.55 7.55 .16 7.58 7.34 .24 7.71 7.41 .30 7.70 7.59 .11

HAMMOND MIDDLE 7 104.0 7.50 7.17 .35 7.44 7.16 4.28 7.41 7.25 .16 1.67 7.41 .26

HARPERS CHOICE MIDOL 7 107.9 7.97 7.59 4.58 7.82 7.56 .26 7.91 1.62 .29 7.77 7.81 .04

OAKLAND MILLS MIDDLE 1 107.6 7.85 7.56 4.29 7.62 7..53 4.09 7.74 7.59 .15 7.71 ., 7.78 +05

PATAPSCO MIDDLE 7 107.7 7.65 7.57 4.08 7.49 7.54 -.05 7.77 7.60 .17 7.47

v

.

7.79 +.32

WATERLOO MIDDLE 7 98.5 6.75 6.57 .16 s 6.76 6.61 4.15 6.65 6.72 -.07 6.78 6.85 -.07

.

WILDE LAKE 7 110.2 a.i4, 7.84 .26 7.83 7.79 .04 7.93 7.44 6409 8.13 8.05 +.06

IITHOLTON HIGH 9 104.4 8.69 0.78 -.09 8.65 8.72 +.07 6.46 8.70 ...24 8.60 8.85 -.25

CLENELA NUN . 9 104.6 9.00 8.81 .I9 8.92 8.74 .16 8.75 8.72 .05 8.92 8.87 .05

HOWARD HMI 9 105.1 5.94 8.86 4:08 8.8s 8.80 .03 9.15 6.77 .58 8.71 8.92 +.21

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FDR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 101 ACCOAPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS-FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

17
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HOWARD COUNTY (MT'HEBRON - WILDE LAKE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL 'LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC, SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

HOWARD 3
p

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT, PERCENT
PCRCChT MEDIAN MEDIA%TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DIS40- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF 1%:Gme

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO" DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (to
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (31'' (4) (5) (6) (7) (0) (9) (10) (11) (121

MT HEBRON

OAKLAND MILLS HIGH

WILDE LAKE

9-12 1,324 21.2

9-12 037 20.9

9,;-12 1,09e 10.1

92.6 59.5 3.0 0.2 13.0 46.4

92.4 37.0 3.0 7.9 10.5 52.5
\,

91.1 57.5 3.0 7.2 1'5.8 39.7

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TABLE 4.

HOWARD COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTLM

HOWARD COUNTY (MT HEBRON WILDE LAKE)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANTARD AGE SCORES*

4t

SKILL AREAS

VOCADULARY REAOING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
.4 ,

SCHOOL NAME,' *.GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- OIFFEK- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MAMY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- OTFFER-

LAND LrCE LAND LNCL LANO ENCE LANO

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

t

141 NEURON 9 109.0 9.43 9.32 ,.11 9.43 9.25 4.1* 9.47 9.16 4.31. 9.36 9.34 4.02
.

OAKLAND MILLS HIGH 9 111.0 9.74 9.55 4.19 9,44 9,49 -.05 9.54 9.36 ,18 434 9.56 -.22

MUM LAKE 9 109.1 9.51 9.33 ./0 9.54 9.27 4.27 9.27 9.17 4.10 9.25 -'9.35 -.10

.0 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLliTION OF ASTERISK (4,I ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL ,INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL ACCOUNTABILITY'ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.15 Kent County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program.

For the second year in a row, the professional educators
of Kent CoUnty have devoted much time to the establishment of goals

and objectives for the students in the county. These educators

believe that goal setting is a meaningful avenue fcir serving students

and their educational needs.

Professional staff in every county school met in

committees and as whole faculties in early. September 1974 to prepare

their goals for Year II of the accountability program. The

supervisors, principals and teachers involved set learning goals for

each grade-_level. .Thle action in school classrooms was taken to,,

ensure that, students met these goals.

For example, consultants from the University of Maryland

shared their expertise with school committees assigned to set goals

for reading. As a result of these conpultations, the tri -basal

reading program was evaluated. Whien decessary,4adjustments in cur-
riculum, reading materials and supplies were made to better meet the
goals and objectives for reading. Consequently, most of the middle

school students are reading at or above predicted grade levels.'
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As a result of meetings between educators in-Kent.Cbunty
and outside consultants, each teacher in Kent County is aware of
d sensitive to the goals and objectives for students at each

grade level. These meetings were held in the belief that the goals
of the accountability program are best met when teachers have a
broad perspective of systemwide goals; for example, fifth grade
teachers are acquainted with the goals and objectives that had
been set for their students as fOurth graders. This gives the
teacher a viewpoint from which to appraise tie ski is each fifth
grader brings to his classroom in September. Teac ers.are also
very aware of the goals their students are to achi ve in fifth
grade. Curriculum, learning materials and lesson plans are de-
Signed to meet these goals,' In addition; it is elieved that the
teachers should know what will be expected of the students in the
following years. Thus, fifth grade teachers know what learning
skills will be expected of their students as they enter the sixth
grade and what skills will be expected in subsequent years.

This broad vantage point has enabled county educators
to better understand the state's accountability goals, to relate

-these goals to the needs of students on all grade levels, and to
adapt their teaching and curriculum to meet these goals. It is
extremely.importantthat professional educators view their

iclassroom teaching in light of the impact on children's learning
in the years before, during, and after individual contact with
them. In addition, an understanding of thepinterrelationship
between grade level, school level, nd systemwide goals and ob-

)1
jectives.is emphasized in Kent Count.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Htweveti thi:Setting of Learning goals and objectives
is not a static prccese These goals and objectives are contin-
uously examined aha rdvised, as the present technological society
demands increeSed learning skills. Consequently, in this second
year of accountabi ity, additional steps have been taken to provide
appropriate and me ningful education for the student.

County ducators are engaged in a detailed examination
of the test result of every student. An item anal sin of these
results was aimed t prolAding further information student
achievement with respect to the learning goals and jectives.
This statistical review of test results shows that the present
curriculum seems to be appropriate for the goals and objectives
that have been set. However, further refinements are being made
in the curriculum and learning materials as educational goals 0
become increasingly more specific.

4
In addition, countywide testing .of all studentb

Kin,.ergarten to Grade 4 is conducted under the Elementary and
Se ndary Education Act (ESEA), Title I program. This testing
helps to identify specific-learning difficulties in grade school



,fr

children,'and-curriculum can be specialized to meet these needs.

Early identification of learning difficulties, combined, with early

action, is essential'to the successful education of students., The

results of the Title I program serve as an avenue by which educa-

tional specialists can treat learning disabilities.

Another countywide program that helps in meeting
goals and objectives is the Early Identification. Program. Mothers

Of' kindergarten children are interviewed individually when their

child enters school for ,the first time. The information provided
by eaoh mother is coupled with teacher observations to evaluate
the abilitiei of each child as he or she enters the kindergarten

program. Adjustments in teacher materials, educationaL programs,

and curriculum can then be made to keep abreast of changes,fn

future school 'Populations.

Each of these programs, 'in addition to other county-

wide testing programs, assist the educators of Kent County in
setting and refining goals and objectives,and,complement state-

wide goals. Awareness of the statewide goals, information about

future Kent County school populations, detailed testing and evalu-

ation,of students' educational needs, and broad. perspective of ,

the state accountability program all combine to produce quality
education in Kent County.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The results;ol county educators' commitment to 'setting

and meeting the goals and objectives of the accountability, program-

will please the citizens of Kent County. Students in every grade

and school performed well when compared with other students of

similar ability and background throughout the state. Test scores,

particularly in reading*comprehensign, language skills, and mathe-

matics, indicate', that the school- .'system commitment. o the goals

and objectives of accountability is being met- with success.

Reading comprehension, language, and vocabulary scores show Kent

County'schools to be an average of one -half year to three-quarters

,of a year above similar schools throughout Maryland.

Results for Grade 3 are particularly noteworthy.

T d grade students are performing signifitantly higher than

o her similar third graders throughout the state. In some cases,'

Kent County,third graders areimore than. one year ahead of their

statewide peers. These results are due,in part, to emphasis on

programs to identify learning weaknesses early in the'student's

school career.

In the middle scgOls,,students are perfor g at'grade

level, as expected, or several months ahead of similar fifth and
seven tsp grader's in the state. One area of particular strength,
is thelanguage'development skills of county middle school students.

In several cases, students ar'b performing over half a year beyond

3 1 .3
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similar students in Maryland. Students at Kent County High School
tonsistentlii perform above similar ninth graders. For example,
total language scores are more than six months ahead of other Mary-
land ninth graders.

,Overall,,,the students in Grades 3, 5, 7,-And 9 in Kent
County performed very well on the second year of Maryland's account-
ability program. They are meeting thq learning goals and objectives
set for them. by county educators. When compared'With similar students
throughout the state, Kent County students, in almost all cases, are
learning on grade level, and in many cases several months to,a year
beyond grade level.

D. Program Modification Activities

As a result Of the accountability testing, several pro-
gram modifications have bpen,initiated. For example, at one elem-
entary school, the professional staff familiarized themselves
with the accountability program results. Then, the staff was divided
into 'committees by grade level and met to discuss school level -

results in terms of the goals and objectives established for that
school and the, entire school system. This particular elementary
school staff decided to utilize learning stations to increase
student performance in mathematics. The learning stations were used
to provide a variety of probleM-solving situations andto stress -

uses of functional mathematical skills. StationS were also used
to reigforce skills development and to provide drill exercises.
The establishment of learning stations in this elementary'school
illustrates a concrete curriculum change made as the result of
schoolwide involvement in goal setting in conjunction with dis-,
cussion of the results of accountability.

Another program modification was the systemwide imple-
mentation of anew math series. This program has'been adopted in
all elementaryand middle schools. Belief is that this new math
series will help provide students with the additional mathematical
skills today's technological society demands.

A new spelling program is being studied this year in a
pilot program at one elementary school. Testing shows county
students to be spelling at a level at least two months beyond'
similar students in Maryland. This new spelling program may further
increase-their spelling ability.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to permit Improvement, of
ProOrms and Services

No response provided.
tt
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KENT COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION ,

(2)

MEDIAN '

FAMILY
INCOME .

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

56,715
a

$8,690 18.1

(41

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

- (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

I0.0 11.1

I. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

'AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

,3,647 $10,045 $16,815 8.3 18.2

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

17.7 2 17.4 '93.u2

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT'
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$1,056.22 $736.04 69.72. $26.09

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL

' SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICE$

2.52 $11.23 1.12

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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KENT COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN- AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

:; p.,21,t4.4,-r,

(II

VOCABULARY

(2)

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

P,. '.' . 7:1' % 7"1''

11)

rPADE
,

, 3

,:',...01,0%^nm:"

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDEN*5
FNROIIFD

'; 7447141110A4''

253

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
Trcc(n

".:74?#70
95.26

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
Trcirn

..:. ,,,,,..gge.

5

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
(cr.c)

'''.4 .-,,. ;i:,,,,..iolowomei.,,.

97.6

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

Icn)

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

.EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(Gr)

e.4,44,6106.A.4 ...

(a)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(cP)

--:-.4141*
16.00 4.15 1.14

5 299 94.98 3 99.0 16.39 5.14 1.60

.7 304 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 6.87 1.79

9

3

334

'CA :41. .: Atle.:1444.

253

76,95

95.26

; ...i.:

1

. -it^i44/044#4400efettit.,
98.5 16.34

`":11,. -,i0..,,t,
8.51

4.13

1.92
,,,,,401§#,,

1.225 97.6 16.00

5 299 94.98 3 99.0 16,39 5;28 1.46

7 304 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 ° 6.85 1.67

9

;` G
'"1" "..44

334 76.95

A "' 1/4 444iil,'iC4-4 e P'

1

0 , : d''' .:'$11h0Ogeri.411):eW00101.1V;t

98.5 16.34 8.43 1.77

il:V0005a41??1, . . P745.74',4

(3)

SPELLING

3 253 95.26 5 97.6 16.00 4.81 1.25

5

7

299
0

916915 3 99.0 16.39 5.74 1.65

7 304 9-4.0e 3 9e.9 16.07 7.3e 1.99

9 334 76.95 1 98.5 ' 16.34 6.99 1.95

(4)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

....,3 253 95.26 5 97.6 16.00 4.93 1.25

299 94.9e 3' 99.0 16.39 5.51 1.49

7 304 94.0e 3 98.9 16.07 7.31 2.06

9 334 76.95 1 98.5 16.34 8.95 2.06

t5) .

PUNCTUATION

...

3 253 95.26 5 97.6 16.00 5.39 Y.20

5 299 94.98 ' 3 99.0 16.39 5.65 1.52

7 304 94.06 - 3 98.9 16.07 6.95 2:02

9
334 76.95 1 98.5 16.34 15.69- 2.08

0 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 00-'67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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KENT COUNTY

wet

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY ?N AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)
AVERAGE.
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 253 95.26 5 97.6 16.00 4.51 1.24

5 299 94.98 3 99.0 16.39 5.50 1.69

7 304 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 7.23 2.08

9 334 76.95 1 98.5 16.3'4 . $.40 2.38

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3
..1""

253
,.

95.26 5 97,6 16.00 4.92 1.11

5 299 94.98 3 99,0 16.39 5,60 1.38.

7 304 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 7,22 1:78

q 334 76,95 1 48.5 16.34 8.76 1.82

,.; -:,T ''
1d)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

rite".., . :eN
..5

'if t"AerlirNt
253

411**74 ::" CI r .41A9fit'''
5

AlVsilt4.1401641fr `li% ,;".40440***".;'' '' '' .144%.*41- "1 .:. '4:.

95.26 97.6 16.00 3.88 1.02

5 299 94.98 3

_.

99,0 16.39 5.56
*

1.44

7
' 3(#4 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 7.19 1.65

.9 334 76.95 1 98.5 16.34 8.58 1.64

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 f 253 95.26 5 97.6 1(6.00 3.90 1.09

5 299 94.98 3 99.0 16.39 5.38 1.27

7 . 304 94.08 3 98.9 16.07 6.72 1.59

9 334 76.95 98.5 16.34 8.34 1.72

110)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 253 95.26 5 . 9748 16.00 3.89 1.01

5 299 94.8

..,

3 99.0 16.39 5.47 1.28

7' '4, 304 94.08 3 98.9 16,07 6.95 1.50

9 .!334 76.95 1 98.5 .16,34 8.46 1.57

.....,A, l' ,..e4r7"... wt.''-'* e4wifiAtotare45:---....411iiiiiit4A - ... P.44;41r,,..Zet. ,.. 4.1.4.,..,,..,.. ..,.

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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KENT COUNTY

1ABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITHYEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES jAND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 96.5 97.6

NONVERBAL 5 99.1 99.0
ABILITY

7 .95.2 98,9

9 98.5

3. 4 4.00 4.15

VOCA4LARY 5 5.37

7 7.73

8,84
14

READING

COMPREHENSION

40:00,01'

5

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

4.08

5.26

7,38

P,39

5.14

6.87

8.51

4.13

5,28

6,85

8.43

45 4.92

5 5,76

7 8.03

5.60

7.22

.9 8.F2 8.76

3

5

3.79

5,36

7.22

8,55

3.89

.47

6.95

8.4i6

:5

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

a.I.). I r.)

354

4.

eps



41.

KENT COUNTY (CHESTERTON KENT COUNTY HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

KENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MA$TER'S DISAD- CDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL-.STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.L.. 2ATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE T.AGED MOTHER ($)

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (IOC' (II) (WI

CHESTERTOWN, K-4 354 19.7 95.0 16.0 2.0 8.3 21.5 5.5 9.8 9155

MILLINGTON K-4 .188 15.7 95.0 11.0 1.0 7.6 10.0 8.3 25.9 10.9 7473

ROCK HALL K-4 205 17.1 95.0 10.0 2.0 9.6 27.0 25.0 22.1,, 10.2 6194

MORTON IZ-4 380 20.0 96.0 17.0 2.0 7.0 17.5 21.1 18.2 11.1 7491

1

CHESTERTOWN MIDDLE 5-8 742 18.5 96.9 38.0 2.0 6.7 11.5 25.0 A4.7 11.4 8306

GALENA K-8 354 16.9 93.0 19.0 2.0 9.9 22.5 14.3 23.4 11.1 7272

ROCK HALL SR MIDDLE 5-8 229 15.3 96.0 13.0 2.0 8.7 24.5
4

20.0 20.3 10.2 6331

KENT COUNTY NIGH , 9-12 1,195 19.2 90.0 58.3 4.0 8.7 11.7 22.5 18z9 11.0 7636

f

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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KENT COUNTY (CHESTERTON - KENT COUNTY HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUI,V4ENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BAED ON SCHOOL

KENT COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSIEm

.,0101

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

. CHESTERTOWN 3 97.3

MILLINGTON 3 95.4

ROCK HALL 3 103.3

MORTON 3 95.5

tmEsTERININ MIDDLE b 97.1
7 99.4

GALENA 3 99.8
5 103.6

v.
7 95.4

ROCK HALL SR MIDDLE S 99.8

KENT COUNTY HIGH

7 102.1

9 98.5

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGuAGE\TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

AVERAGE

GE

3.75

MARY-
LAND
NORM

3.36

k

DIFFER-
ENCE

+.39

..,

4.31 3.424 41.6;

15.33 3.75 +1.58

3.92 3.25 +.67

5.13 4.86 +.27
7.09 6.67 .42

3.77 3.52 +.25
5.55 5.44 +.11
6.24 6.23. +.01

4.64 5.10 -.46
6.96 6.96 +.00

8.51 8.10 .41

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER - ,AVERAGE
LAND ENCE

GE NORM GE

3.91 3.42 +.49 . 4.63

3.86 3.29'4 +.57 '4.81'e

5.05 3.82 +1.23 5.81

4.05 3.30 +.75 80
5

, 5.24 4.92 +.32 5.57
7.04 6.70 +.34 7.44

3.62 3.58 +.04 4.61
5.59 5.47 +.12 5.n2
6.43 6.30 +.13 6.79

5.03 5.15 -.12 5.29
6.76 6.97 -.21 7.05

8.43 8.03 +.40 8.76

\
MARY-\
LAND ,
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

3.80 +.83

3.65 +1.0

ii20 +1.61

3.68 +1.12

5.16 +.41
6.81 +.63

3.97 4.64
5.70 +.22
6.43 +.36

5.39 -.10
7.07 -.02

8.12 +.64

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ENCE

GE NORM

3.67 3.46 +.21

3.91 3.35 +.56

4.61 3.80 +.81

3.71 3.35 +.36

5.36 5.15 4.21'

7.11 6.94 +.17

4.07
5.81
6.48

3.60
5.67
6.53

+.47
+.14
-05

5.43 5.37 +.06
7.07 7.22 -.15

8.46 8.21 +.25

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FDR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK PIO ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.16 Montgomery County

Introduction

I The Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) have been
working during the past decade toward ends similar to those.eq-
visioned by the Maryland Law on Educational Accountability. Require-
ment# adopted by the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE)

for implementing the law generally complement MCPS efforts in design-
ing, implementing, and evaluating instructional programs based on
objectives that specify the performance expected of staff and

students., A cOmprehensiVe system of accountability has beeh estab-
lished that requires regular reports of progress in the attainment
of those objectives. The system for making these accounts of pro-
gress and the objectives in each case undergo annual or periodic
review and renewal.

3 5
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A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Goals of Education

An important part of the MCPS accountability framework
are the MCPS*'goals of education that were adopted by the Montgomery
County Board of Education in-February 1973. These goals provide
general direction to the school system and serve as criteria fof
formulating objectives of instructional programs.

Accompanying these goals for students are stated commit-
ments of the Board of Education and staff for selecting and training
qualified staff, providing comprehensive instructional programs,
evaluating instruction programs and reporting results, encouraging
a continuing dialogue with the county, and informing citizens about
the objectives and costs of their school system.

Instructional Goals and Objectives

MCPS issued its first objective-based Program of Studies
in 1972. A revised edition will be published before the end of
this year, and it will be updated every other year. It provides
material on curricular offerings and the framework for the instruc-
tional program.f The 1972 edition for the first time gave "expected
student outcomes" for each subject offering. These objectives were
designed to provide overall direction for teachers as they prepare
specific objectives, learning activities, and'assessment tasks
appropriate to the needs, abilities, and maturity level of their
students. The Program of Studies specifies that "outcomes should
be read and interpreiedStithin the context of abilities, maturity
level, and grade plac ent of the students."

Al required by the Maryland Accountability Program, MCPS
goals in reading, writing, and mathematics, consistent with state-
wide goals in these subjects, were written and included in the
Mar land Accountabilit Program Resort, Year I. MCPS objectives
were reviewed for their agreement with MCPS goals in these subjects.
The 1975-76 edition of, the MCPS Program of Studies will include the
Maryland State Department of Education goals in reading., writing,
and mathematics; MCPS goals referenced to those state goals; and
instructional objectives generated from the MCPS goals. Objectives
in these subjects, as well as in many others that are more specific
than those listed in the Program of Studies, have been or are being

tdeveloped and organized in forms useful to teachers for planning
instruction and charting the progress of individual students.

The curriculum guides for reading, writing, and mathe-
matics that are listed below do or will contain detailed objectives
in reading, writing, and mathematics. In addition, they usually
contain suggested teaching strategies, instruction resources, and
assessment materials and procedures.'

r; 91.1 t, t4.,
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Reading

Word Analysis Skills
Critical Reading/Thinking

Skills
Pre-Reading Skills

Mathematics

Geometry
Consumer Mathematics*
Applications of Mathematics*
Calculus*
Unified Mathematics, Grades 7-9#
Elementary and Pre-Algebra

Mathematics*

Writing

Scope and Sequence of
Instructional Objectives
for Skills in Mechanics of
Written Expression

Writing in the Elementary
School

Spelling Handbook for
Montgomery County Public
Schools (K-12)

The Language Arts: A .

Curriculum Guide for
Elementary Schools

Teaching Writing in the
Elementary School

Handwriting Handbook*
Structured Composition Program,

Grades 7-12
Grade Level Charts for Grammar,

Usage, and Mechanics
Instruction, Grades 7-12

*In process.

The Program of Studies and curriculum guides are prepared
with the extensive involvement of teachers,, subject specialists, and
admi,nistrative staff. Released time for t.#chers is provided when
possible to give opportypkties for_ikservitlb.training and school-
wide-plarining for implementing new curriculum materials. Inservice

courses are designed and provided teachers on those competencies
considered essential to effective teaching of MCPS objectives.

Student ability to locate and apply information by using

different media is essential to the achievement of MCPS goals in
reading, writing, and mathematics as well as for those of other sub4-

jects. To assure that students develop the skills required'for life-
time learning, MCPS developed, for Grades K-12, scope and sequence
of instructional objectives in media, research, and communication
skills with inpdt from teachers and media specialists. The resulting
document provides school level media skills objectives grouped
sequentially in eight levels of learning. It is used by teachers
and media specialists in planning instructional activities for

students.

In 1975, several support documents were developed and
distributed including sample assessment tasks for each of the in-
sttUrctional objectiveS, student progress profiles, multidisciplinary
records, bibliographies of resources useful in media skill materialS,
and sample media skill resource units for use with specific MCPS
curriculum-units.. As new or revised curriculum documents are pre-
pared, instructional objectives from the scope and sequence charts
are integrated as appropriate.' ,

r-
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These media skills materials are approaching full imple-
mentation in the county. As an aid to teachers and media specialists
in integrating media skills into,the school instructional program,
a number of inservice activities have been provided, including ses-
sions to explain the purpose and content of the scope and sequence

'to media specialists, principals, resource teachers, teacher,
specialists, and teachers of various subjects and grade levels.
Regularly scheduled meetings with media specialists include oppor-
tunities to share successful lesson pland and activities; and an
inservice course for media specialists and teachers has been developed
to increase staff competencies in teaching and assessing media skills.

Systemwide Services

A public information program is maintained to provide
citizens and staff with information needed-to engage effectively in
decisionmaking processes for setting policy, suggesting.program
improvements, and adopting budgets. Frequently, data are gathered
from staff and community members on the extent to which policies
are implemented and on important educational issues.,

In addition, the school system has a responsibility for
gathering data on the extent students achieve the objectives of
instructional programs. For this purpose, norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced test results, along with a variety of other
data,, are used to determine the extent to which expAbtatlong-for
specific MCPS instrational programs are met. The findings are
used to improve instructional program implementation, set priorities
for curriculum development, allocate personnel and material resources,

'and identify staff inservice or other instructional support needs.
Data on criterion-referenced tests are used for program diagnosis
by eicamining results in relation to available standardized test
data in those subj#ts where norm-referenced test results show
deficiencies in student learning..

Plans for-the preparation of criterion-referenced or
objective-based tests for countywide program.evaulation in reading,
writing, and mathematics are outlined-below.

Assessment tasks in reading have been prepared for pro-
gram evaluation instruments to be administered in Grades 6, 8, and
10. These assessment tasks will be assembled into test booklets
for tryout in 1976-77, with systemwide administration in Spring
'1977. The data will be,reported by Fall 1977.

An objective-based, multiple-choice test on skills related
to writing was developed during 1975-76 to evaluate that part ofthe Grade 8 writing program dealing with the mechanics and organi-zation, of-writing. This test will be administered in Spring 1976,
and data will be reported'by Fall 1976.
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Items for objective-based tests have been written for

Grades 4, 5,46 and 6 in spelling, punctuation, usage, and capitili-
zation, and for Grade 10 skills related to writing. These items
will be assembled into test booklets for tryout in 1976 and admin-
istered systemwide in Spring 1977. Data will be reported by Fall
1977.

Assessment tasks for use for systemwide program evalua-
tion have. been completed for about 10 percent of the K-8 elementary
and pre-algebra objectives in mathematics. A plan for evaluating
systemwide student achievement of elementary and pre-algebra
mathematics objectives is being developed. Data collection will
occur no later than Spring 1977. Data will be reported no later
than Fall 1977. In addition, collections of eight to ten asses.az:
ment measures of each objective will be prepared for teacher use
in evaluating individual student progress. These collections may
also be used by schools to assemble their own program evaluation
instruments.

Schools

Local school needs assessments are based on school re-
sults in tests required by MCPS or the Maryland accountability test-
ing program as well as on periodic MCPS surveys of parents and
other data gathered by the school. MCPS required47beginniWin
1972, that teach school publish an annual school 'OrrogreSs'report to
its-cortimunity. The results of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and
the Cognitive Abilities Tests for all students in Grades 3, 5, 7,
and 9 and the results of the Cognitive Abilities Tests and the
Tests of Academic Progress for all.students in Grade 11 must be
reported. Schools are required to set objectives each year for
program improvement, and such objectives must include plans for
improving student achievement in specific skill or content areas
when results for any subtest in the systemwide testing program
(part of which are tests required by the MarylandAccountability
Assessment Program)indicateoa need for improvement...

Each year repr eri#ives Of the Montgomery County Council
of Parent-Teacher Assoc' tionW, principals, and area and central
office administrative staff review the guidelines established for
the preparation of annual reports to the local community. These
guidelines now require the reporting of information on the com-
munity, students, staff, facilities, financial data*,.and school
objectives for the immediate past and current years,

Individual Student Achievement

.----

,
An MCPS Policy on Evaluating and Reporting Student

Progress, adopted in 1972, requires: (1) that students be informed x;?..

of their instructional objectives and of the basis on which their
performance is to be evaluated; and (2) that students be infbrmed
about their progress for each learning activity. 'Students and

0
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staff are surveyed each Year to find the extent to which these pur-
poses are realized and ways that the policy can be further imple-
mented. Results of 1975 surveys show that a great deal of progress has
been made in giving students accurate assessments of'their learning
through the use of specific objectives and assessment measures de-
rived from the instructional objectives in the Program of Studies
and curriculum documets.

.
MCPS has established a testing process at Grade 2 to

assure that those students who may be experienfing difficulty in

11
reading are diagnosed and given help by teachers to assure that

x_ instruction is appropriate to their needs.. Those students who per
form more than one year below national norms at the beginning.of -

the year are retested at the end of the year to determine the extent
to which their deficiencies are corrected.

House Bill 234 was established for similar purposes to
identify learning disabilities and to develop and implement appro-
priate educational programs for primary students. The Maryland
State Department of Education (MSDE) developed the Maryland Sys-
tematic Teacher Observation Instrument to identify those behaviors
indicating a possible disability. MCPS prepared a booklet of sug-.
gestions for foliowup by teachers for each of the behaviors included
-in the instrument. MCPS developed and made available to MSDE and
other school systems an optical scan form on which teacheAs can
record the resultt of their observations. MCPS also developed and
made available tQFMSDE a computer processing program to classify
the data in accordance with state-defined guidelipes. These com-
puter processing program's will greatly reduce teacher time in analy-
zing results and provide important datig. on possible learning disa-
bilities to principals, area and county staff, and MSDE.

Students with marked deficiencies in the basic skills of
reading, writing,.and mathematics must be identified for special
instructional programs beginning at Grade 9 in 1976, as,,a part of
the new state graduation requirements. Staff, during Summer 1975,
developed procedures and materials for implementing this require-
ment. Work is now underway to identify the skills essential for

igraduation in those three instructional areas and to establish
procedures for assuring that all graduating students attain them.

B. Local Assessment Activities

In addition to the preparation and use of assessment
measures for evaluating school system objectives described above,
MCPS is developing new or-improved computer programs for processing
tests and has implemented' the first phase of a long-range staff
inservice program on building evaluation skills.

I 1 r
t
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Computer processing programs for both norm-referenced
'and objective-based tests wilA1,be completed in the spring. of 1976.
Development of a variety of programs for the processing, storage,
and retrieval of student data will allow test results for prior years.,
on given students, -for example, to be analyzed with current edt
results. For norm-referenced tests, i ; =analyses will provi e in -;,
forittation on 1 e specific skills assess in the test. Ten,o tional
reporting fo ats for,the'Objective7based test processing pro ram

'make possi e the r orting of perforMance by student, class school,

area, and county, ecbmputer programs will be available for ude
by. MSDE and local sch olsystems in the state.

A long-range county plan was developed and begun three
years ago,to give teachers, and principals inservice training in

7___-,4a) -petting and using ptudent objectives, (2) using a variety of
assessment techniques to evaluate student clasproom performance,
13) analyzing results of self-appraisal technigtes to irriprove,teacti-

ing practices and to determine the extent to IhichStUdentd" perceive
the MCPS Policy .on Evaluating and Reporting S udent Progress is being
implemented, (4) writing report card :comments that adequately inform
parents of student progress, and (5) helping studdnts do better on
tests. gt%

In response to, a request from the MCPS Committee on
Minority Relations, materials and inservice training activities were
designed during 1974=75 dh.testtaking"tkills for use by teachers. ,

Workshop sessions will be conducted during 1975-76 using these ma:-
ferials,The materials include a teacher guide, Helping Students Do
Bette 'fl Test, and four booklets (one each for Grades 3, 5,

and 9) containing Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) formal items'
and skills Ciassification'information with coding for three MCPS
curriculum dccuments. A sixth bodklet includes' strategies for
students to follow in'takinc true-false, multiple-choice, matching,
completion, and essay tests. A section on'post high School testing,
includes steps students can follow in preparing for these tests.
These materials clarify the kinds of skills required by tests in
relation to those same skill objectves,inthe Program of Studies.
'These materials were made available forreproduction and use by
MSDE and loCal school systeTs in the state.

C. Comments on Acco(intability' Assessment Results

The, trend of achievement from 1973-74 to 1974-75can now
be observed for MCPS and the state. The table below reports the
number and direction of average (mean) achievement scores on ten

.subtestS including vocatulary, reading comprehension, spelling,'
capitalilation, punctua ion, language usage, language total,

'mathematics concepts, mathematics problem-solving, and mathematics
total.

6 t)
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Grade

MCPS
State

MCPS
State 5

MCPS
State

MCPS
State 2

MCPS
State Total

1974-75 Higher'
Than a973-74

1974-75 Lower
Than 1973L74

No
Difference

10
10

0

0
0

0

9

'6 , 3

5 2 3
0 10' 0

4 6 0
0 9 1

28 8 4
16 22 2

Differences_in mean scores petween the twoyears were
usually small; hoWever, the data show that there were more increases
than decreases by MCPS, with MCPS showing 28 increases and 8 de-

, Creases in mean scores. Increasesoccurred more often in Grades 3
and 5, while the decreases. occurred more frequeptly in Grades 7 and 9.

[

SchoOlsalso are identified as having one or more scores
in the,upper,or lower two and one-half percent of the scores, in the
state after nonverbal aptitude is"statistically controlled- For
'both'report years, no MCPS junior high schools were identified as
having. scores in the upper or lower category. Eight elementary
schools had one or more achievement test scores identified in the
upper category in each year; however, only two schools had scores
in this category for two successive years. Fourteen elementary
schools in the Year'I report and 15 schools in the Year IX report
had one or more scores in the lower category. Only six elementary
schools remained in this category lors_two successive years.

MCPS also jialuates ITBS achievement test scores annu-
ally in relation to,verbal scholastic aptitude. These comparisons
show that MCPS student achievement in Grades 3 and 5 is particularly
strong in relation to verbal scholastic ,aptitude, while some achieve-
ment test scores in Grades 7 and 9 show need for improvement.

D. Program Modification Activities

Test data on reading, writing, mathematicsr -and other
instructional areas assessed by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,
Tests of Academic Progress, and the results of the Cognitive Abili-
ties Tests are distributes each year to parents of individual stu-
dents tested, teachers, schools, administrative area offices," and

,
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the MCPS Board_of Education. Criteria for use by parents in evalu-
ating student progress are based on the differences between scholas-
tic aptitude and achievement, using Stanine scores. Criteria
used to evaluate school and systemwide performance are based oh
'differences between scholastic aptitude and achievement as reported
in national percentile scores. The MCPS Board of Education receives
a test report in the fall of each school year that includes an ac-
count of systemwide test results using these critera. Results of
college admissionS tests, advance placement tests, and an historical
record of MCPS'test data from 1.966 forward are included. These
data are used, along with otherS, in setting county priorities for
instructional imporvement.

Area and county instructional staff have established a
plan for providing coordinated supports in 1976-77 to those schools
whoSe achievement -test results do not meet expectations set for
them. Area and central office staff work with each principal in

'analyzing test results, identifying areas for improvement, and set-
ting schoolwide objectives. Schools are identified for intensive.
central office'followup when a given proportion, of the achievement
test scores in a skill or instructional area are below student
aptitude levels. Junior high schools and the MCPS instructional
program for Grades 7, 8, and 9 have been identified as priority
areas for improvement in basic skills instruction.

E. Unmet Needs .for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Major strides in improving student learning are dependent
on improving capabilities for evaluating student progress and in-
structional programs. Students need better feedback on their own
learning; teachers need better collections of objectives and assess-
ment measures for planning instruction for students; and administra-
tors need better data for making judgments about program effective-
ness. However, it is difficult to see how evaluation applications
of 'this scope can be accomplished in a reasonable time period in
view of the inflationary spiral and priorities placed on so many
other efforts. Therefore, educational agencies need to find more
ways of collaborating to accomplish the research and development
necessary to achieve greater program evaluation capabilities. Im-
provements should be planned in ways that provide: products for many
applications; time for ample involvement of teachers, students, ana
parents to ensure that the products provided meet their needs;
procedures that satisfy minimal research and development standards;
and more cooperation among governmental levels to gain the budget-
necessary to accomplish these purposes.

6 1 ;
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el MONTGOMERY COUNTY

TABLE-1.c SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

554,364 $19,250 3,8

(4)
,

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN "SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER.

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
.

15.0 12.8

)). SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

W
TOTAL

SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

124,324 $14,811 $26,515 11.2 20.8

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATtO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

41.0% 18.2 94.0%

C. fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (,FOR 1973-1974 SCMOOL YEAR)

(14)

.

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE 1
ADMINISTRATION

$1,436.97 $1,054.07 73.3% $47.16

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES '

FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXP64iITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.3% $19.99 A 1.4*

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF"TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY'

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL --.NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE'GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY'SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS

ur

r,nr

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

(3)

PERCENT OF
' STUDENTS

I. 7' ,,

,..,

(4)

NUMBER OF
SC.110015
rr.,,n

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGL
SCORES

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

-15./1

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

' Co

.

.-- 4......._

14 144%3
(1)

VOCABULARY

8.)48. tiu..).4- 4.13

5 9581 98.74 140 110,0 14.56 6.08 1.50

-7 9863 97.06 33 108.6 15.38 7.88 1.81

9 i 10333 45./g4 33 110,3 16.28 9.61 : 1.92

1.26(21 -

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

3 8348 96,29 143 109.3 15.71 4.19 ,'

5 9581 98.74 140 .. 110,0 14.56 5.99 1.49

1 9863 97.12 33 . 108,6 15.38 7,80 1.71

9 10333 95,7s 33 1111,3 16.78 9.45 1.85

-10kz",j.-4.P?)90,0651S-m*At.

(3),

SPELLING

3 4.60 1.328348 96.36 143 109.3 15.71

5 9581 98.52 140

. ,

110.0 14.56 6.18 1.73 .
-

7 9863 96.42 33 108.6 15.38 7.78 2.12

9 10333 94.96 33 110.3 16.28 9.29 2.22

(4)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 8348 96.44 143
.,

109.3 15.71 4.58

.
.

.

1.28

5 9581 98.55 140 110.0 14.56 6.32 1.66

7 9863 .
96.51 33 108.6 15.38 8.10 2.06

9 10333 95.28 33 110.3 16.28 9.68 2.20

(5)

PUNCTUATION

.....

3 8348 96.26 143 109.3 15.71 4.79 1.42

5 9581 98.54 140 110.0 14.56 6.24 1.63

7 9863 96.53 33 108.6 15.38 7.81 2.07

9 10333 95.47 33 110.3 16.28 9.48 2.19

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY

TABLE 2.. SYSTEM LEVEL --'NONVERBAL'ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD'AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE'GRADEOEQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND. BY. GRADE (CONTINUED)'

SKILL
AREAS

(1)

GRADE

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS/

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

ISD)

16/

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 8348 96.23 143 109.3 15.71 4.37 1.31

5 9581 98.53 140 110.0 14.56 6.30 1.71

7 9863 96.45 33 108.6 15.38 7.95 2.09

9 20333 95.20 33 110.3 .16.28 9.48 2.21

17/

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3 8348 96.01 143 109.3 15.71 4.60 1.19

5 9581 98444 140 110.0 14.56 6.28 1.50

7 9863 96.11 33 108.6 15.38 7,92 1.85

:10333 94.88 33 ' 110,3 16,28 9.49 2,00

-,,,.... 441n 4A'''' 'At 4.1jtgi .9 `,) ' ..W300000*.. . tt 0.,4.4#10.;- ,. 4115.itit0,;) tg4114C.: -. .4.,..0.4,..,

Id)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 5348 96.59 143 109.3 15.71 4.13 .97

5 9511 98.66 140 110.0 14.56 6.28- 1.50

7 9163 96.32 33 108.6 15.38 8.19 1.77

9 10313 94.95 33 110.3 i 16.21
4...

9.77 1.11

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 8348 96.60 143 109.3 15.71 4.09 1.06

5 9511 98.63 140 110.0 14.56 6.47 5.06

7 9163 96.29 33 108.6 15.38 7.81 1.68

9 10333 95.05 33 110.3 16.21 9.31 1.81

(10)

-MATHEMATICAL'

TOTAL

3 8348 96.55 143 109.3 15.71 4.13 .96

5 9581 98.62 140 110.0 14.56 6,18 1.35

7 9863 96.21 33 108.6 15.38 8.02 1.64

9 94.65 33 110.3 16.28 9.57 1.77

,,.441, ,

10333
...40:t ..r ''.0*Ae45A' .....444044041,44"."..t".0**0401k". "40,40$00:044.* 14 I. . .4. . le 1

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66 -69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 108.2 109.3

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

5

7

109.5

108.2

110.4

Ittit1;04. '1.01140.: 4;

3

VOCABULARY 5

7

4.05

6.06

7.92

9.71

110.0

1Q8.6

110.3

4.13

6.08

7.88

9.61

4.09 4.19

READING

COMPREHENSION

5 5.99 5.99

7

9

7.84 7.80

Q.52 9.45

3

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

5

7

9

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

4.40 4.60

6.15 6.28

7.87

9.47

7.92

9.149

3 4.04 4.13

5 6.15 6.18

7 8.02 8.02

9

q ,w-Anall

'9.62

-,

9.57

P';" :10.v

SEE CHAPTER. 3. PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (ALTA VISTA BURNING TREE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*
'9

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
,

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (11_

SCHOOL NAME 111 (21 (3) (41 (51 (61 (71 181 (91 110) (111 (121

ALTA VISTA

-ARCOLA

ASHBURTCA

ASPEN HILL

AYRLAHN

BANN6CKBURN

BEL PRE

BELLS MILL

BELMONT K-6 510 21.3

BETHESDA P-6 485 23.5

BEVERLY FARMS K-6 676 21.2

K-6

K-6

214 22.5

306 16.0

K-6 301 17.2

K-6 400 16.2

K-6 219 19.0

K-6 394 22.5

K-6 460 21.9

K-6 491 21.6

BRADLEY K-6 319 29.0

BROAD ACRES P-6 341 25.0

BROOKHAVEN K-6 626 19.4

BROOKMONT K-6 362 24.0

BROOKVIEW K-6 261 18.6

BROWN STATIUN K-6 904 23.2

BURNING TREE K-6 307 19.2

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS

95.6 8.5 1.0 18.1 23.5 68.4

94.4 16.0 1.0 17.5 37.0

2.1

96.1 16.5 1.0 9.9 35.5 51.4 3.7 13.4 20,653

47.1 2.1 12.6 15,309

95.9 21.0 1.0 12.3 21.0' 45.5 1.7 .12.6 17,176

97.0 10.5 1.0 9.3 20.0 30.4 1.1 13.9 - 18,958

94.9 16.5 1.0 9.7 23.9 37.1 4.4 15.4 26,054

95.3 20.0 1.0 11.3 36.0 26.6 0.0 W.8 13,789

'

95.1 21.5 1.0 10.5 27.0 42.2' 6.1 14.3 24,106

96.0 23.0 1.0 6.2 14.3 33.3

'95.4 19.6 1.0 11.5 35.0 29.1 6.0

97.1 29.9 2.0 10.5 31.0 32.6 0.5

3.2

95.1 10.0 1.0 10.7 18.6 36.4 3.7 13.8 19.439

94.7 12.6 1.0 11,7 32.0 29.3 4.2 12.5 12,791

96.0 30.3 2.0 14.1 24.3 27.9 1.0 12.7 18,241

96.3 14.1 1.0 16.6 7.5 40.4 2.0 13.8 21,244

94.9 13.0 1.0 16.7 32.3 50.0 6.5 12.5 12,791

95.0 30.0 1.0 8.1 16.4 35.9 0.0 12.7 14,509

96.5 15.0 1.0 14.2 18.0 59.4 3.4 15.2 29,967

AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS aADLE.

14.5 20,419

12.6 16,305

13.2 17,388

13.7 21,027
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (ALTA VISTA - BURNING TREE)

(ABLE-4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE.MIYALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MART.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- ,DIFFER"

LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

5A5 GC NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

ALTA VISTA 3 115.3 4.30 4.52 -.22 4.70 4.62 .00 4.90 5.00 -.10 4.30 4.50 -;20

5 118.1 7.00 6.72 .28 7.00 6.70 4.30 , 7.00 6.92 +.08 6.60 6.83 -.23

ARCOLA 3 104.0 3.60 3.79 -.19 3.80 3.87 4.30 4.25 .05 3.90 3.84 .06
5 107.3 5.70 5.77 -.07 5.50 5.78 -.28 6.50 6.01 +.49. 6.00 5.97 4203

ASHBURTON 3 113.0 4.30 4.37 -.07 4.20 4.47 4.60 4.85 -.25 4.30 4.37 -.07

5 109.2 6.50 5.93 +.57 6.10 5.94 .16 6.30 6.17 +.13 6.30 6.12 fr. le

ASPEN HILL 3 107.0 4.00 3.99 4.01 4.00 4.07 -.07 4.40 4.45 -.05 4.20 4.02 .18
5 111.0 5.90 -6.09 -.19 5.0U 6.10 -.30 6.10 6.32 -.22 6.30 6.26 .. .04

AYRLAaN 3 117.6 4-.30 4.67 -.37 4.30 4.78 -.4M 4.90 5.15 -.35 4.60 4.63 -.03

5 116.1 6.20 6.54 -.34 5.90 6.53 ...b./ 6.40 6.75 -.35 6.20 6.67 -.47

8ANNOCKBURN 3 110.2 4.20 4.19 +.01 4.10 4.28 -.111 4.40 4.66 -.26 4.00 4.20 -.20

5 114.4 6.70 6.39 +.31 6.60 6.30 .22 6.80 6.61 .19 6.60 6.53 .07

DLL PRE. 3 111.3 4.10 4.26 -.16 4.10 4.36 -.26 41,70 4.73 ..,103 4.20 4.27 -.07

5 109.3 5.80 5.94 ...14 5.80 5.95 -.15 5.80 6.18 -.38 5.80 6.13 -.33

BELLS MILL 3 117.5 4.70 4.66 +.04 4.6U 4.77 .-.17 5.20 5.14 4.06 4.40 4.63
5 113.1 6.10 6.28 -.18 6.00 6.27 0.00 6.50 .30 6.20. 6.43

BELMONT 3 108.9 4.00 .4.11 -.11 3.90 4.20 -.30 4.20 4.57 ...07 4.00 , 4.13 -.13

5 105.2 5.40 5.58. -.10 95.50 5.60 -.10 5.50 5.84 -.34 5.70 5.80 -.10

BETHESDA 3 113.2 4.70 4.39 +.31 4.00 4.48 .32 4.90 4.86 .04 4.30 4.30 -.08
5 114.7 6.90 6.42 +.48 6.80 6.41 4.39 6.90 6.63 +.27 6.70 6.56 +.14

BEVERLY FARMS 3 112.5 4.70 4.34 4.36 4.80 4.44 4.36 4.90 4.01 .09 4.50 4.34 .16
5 109.4 6.40 5.95 +.45 6.10 5.96 .14 6.20 6.19 +.01 6.60 6.13 .47

BRADLEY 3 122.6 5.00 4.99 .01 5.30 5.11 .19 5.70 5.40 +.22 4.90 4.92
5 122.1 7.10 7.07 4.03 7.00 7.03 -.03 7.60 7.25 +.35 7.30 7.15 .15

BROAD ACHES 3 107.2 3.50 4.00 -.50 3.70 4.00 7.3M 4.00 4.46 .34 4.10 4.03 .07

5 106.4 5.60 5.69 -.09 5.50 5.71 5.90 5.94 6.10 5.89 .21

BROOKHAVEN 3 112.6 4.30 4.35 -.05 4.30 4.44 4.70 4.82 4.30 4.34 -.04

5 109.2 6.00 5.93 +.07 5.90 5.94 -.04 6.40 6.17 +.23 6.10 6.12

BROOKMONT 3 118.4 . 4.70 4.72 -.02 4.60 4.03 -.23 5.30 5.20 +.10 4.60 4.68 -.08

5 116.5 h 7.00 6.58 .42 6.60 6.56 +.04 7.00 6.70 +.22 6.00 6.70 .10

BROOKVIEW 3 108.8 3.70 4.10 3.60 4.19 ...59 4.20 4.57 ..37 3.90 4.12,, -.22

5 108.4 5.70 5.86 -.16 5.60 5.88 5.70 6.11 -.41 5.00 6.05 -.25

BROWN STATION 3 109.9 4.30 4.17 +.13 4.50 4.26 .24 5.00 4.64 +.36 4.50 4.19 .31
5 113.0 6.50 6.27 4.23 6.40 6.26 '4.14 6.60 6.49 .11 6.80 6.42 .38

BURNING TREE. .0 115.2
01.415.6

5.00
7.10

4.71
6.50

4.29
+.60

5.10
6.00

4.02
6.48

+.28
4.32

5.50
7.30

5.19
6.71

+.31
+.59

4.90
7.00

4.67
6.63

.23

.37

150
SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION DF TEAMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 0) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SC01184 71 IN THIS TAILE.

'44 / t )

375



MONTGOMERY COUNTY (BURNT.M1LLS CRESTHAVEN)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL 7- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN..012 AUUVE TAGED MOTHER (6)SCHOOL NAME (1) (21 (31 (4) (5) 16) 17) 18) (9) 1101 (11) 1121

BURNT MILLS K-6 263 20.2 95.4 12,0 1.0 10.1 19.0 30.8 3.2 12.8 18.839

BURTONSViLLE P76 : 362 18.9 94.6 18.1 1.0 .8.1 36.0 23.5 3.9 12.6 15.615

BUSHEY DRIVE K-6 202 21.3 94.3. 8.5 1.0 8.2 9.6 31.6 6.3 12.5 13.802

CANDLEWOOD K-6 519 23.1 96.9 21.5 1.0 8.1 22.8 22.2 0.3 12.7 16,105.

4 .

CANNON ROAD K-6 639 22.8 65.8 26.0 2.0 12.8 22.5 28.6 1.5 12.8 19.294

CARDEROEK SPRINGS K-6 382 20.1 96.3 18.0 1.0 6.6 28.0 47.4 1.1 14.9 29.073

EARL SANDBURG K-6 280 18.7 96.3 14.0 1.0 9.9 25.0 20.0 4.0 12.5 14.979

CASHELL K-6 618 22.5 96.9 25.5 2.0 10.0 16.0 43.6 5:2 12.6 161005

CEDAR GROVE K-6 342 20.7 96.3 15.5 1.0 11.8 22.0 36.4 9.3 2.2 13.286

CHEVY CHASE K-6 503 23.9 95.5 20.0 1.0 16.0 25.0 61.9 4.2 14.5 23.893

, .

CLARKSBURG P-6 301 18.1 93.9 15.6, 1.0 7.5 14.0 18.0 10.5 12.1 13.395

N
CLOVERLY K-6 '403 21.2 91,'.3 18.0 1.0 8.7 22.5 36.8 4.8 12,6 16.590

COLD SPRING K-6 657 23.5 97.1 26.0 2.0 10.0 17.7 28.6 0.0 13.4 22,159

COLESVILLE P-6 305 23.2 93.5 12.1 1.0 11.6 14.0 34.3 3.3 12.9 20,649

COLLEGE GARDENS K-6 660 23.1 96.4 26.6 2.0 11.3 30.5 44.1 2.4 13.6 17.370

CONGRESSIONAL , K-6 383 21.3 95.1 17.0 1.0 10.0 33.7 44.4 1.9 12.5 12.286

CONNECTICUT PARK K-6 443 21.6 96.1 19.5 1.0 11.1 20.8 26.8 4.3 12.6 15.510

CRESTHAVEN K-6 ,357 19.3 95.8 17.5 1.0 14.0 22.5 59.5 3.1 12.7 17,619

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72-73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (BURNT MILLS CRESTHAVEN)

°TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL-- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL:

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AVERALE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SySnm

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS
S

VOCABULARY READING CoRpRLHCHSION LANGUAGE. TOTAL MATHEMATICAL. TOTAL

GATADE AvCRAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND E1.CE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM, GE NOM. GE NORM GE NORM

, a

BURNT MILLS 3 111.6 4.00 4.28 -a8 3.90 4.38 ...48 4.70 4.75 -.05 4.40 4.28 4.12

5 109.7 6.20 5.98 4.22 5.70 5.99 -.29 6.40 6.21 4.19 6.50 6.16 4.34

BURTONSVILLE 3 106.0 4.40 3.92 4.48 4.10 4.00 4.10 4.70 4.38 +.32 4.10 3.96 4.14

. 5 105.2 5.50 5.58 .00 5.50 5.60 -.10 5.110 5.84 ...04 6.20 5.80 4.40

BUSHEY DRIVE 3 105.0 3.90 3.86 4404 3.60 3.93 -.33 '3.80 4.31 -.51 3.70 3.90 -.20°

5 106.0 5.20 5.65 .45 5.00 5.67 5.10 5.91 +.81 5.30 5.06

,

CANDLEW000 3 116.7 4.60 4.61 -.01 5.00 4.72 4.28 5.40 5.09 4.31 4.70 4.58 4.12

5 112.7 6.50 6.24 4.26 7.00 6.24 4.76 7.00 6.46 +.54 6.60 6.40 4.20

CANNON ROAD 3 111.5 4.30 4.28 4.02 4.40 4.37 4.03 4.90 4.75 4,15 4.30 4.28 +.02

5 100.3 6.20 ,5.85 4.35 6.10 5.07 4.23 6.50 6.10 4.40 6.20 6.05 4.15

CARDEROCK SPRINGS 3 115.5 4.60 4.53 4.07 4.60 4.64 .04 5.40 5.01 4.39 4.50 4.51 ...01

5 111.0 6.40 6.09 4.31 6.10 6.10 4.00 6.60 6.32 4.28 6.30 6.26 4.04

CARL SANoduRG 3 107.0 4.00 3.99 4.01 4.10 4.07 4.03 4.40 4.45 -.05 3.90 4.02 -.12

5 111.4 5.70 6.13 ...43 5.50 6.13 -.63 5.50 6.36 -.86 6.00 6.29 -.29

CASHELL. 3 99.5 4.20 3.50 4.70 4.50 3.56 4.94 4.A0 3.95 4.85 4.30 3.58 4.72 -

5 107.6 6.40 5.,79 4.61 6.40 5.01 4.59 6.60 6.04 4.56 6.70 5.99 4.71

CLoAR'GROVE 3 111.2 4.40 4.26 4.14 4.70 4.35 4.35 5.40 4.73 4.67 4.70 4..26 +.44

5 107.7 5.80 5.80 4.00 6.00 5.62 4.18 6.30 6.05 4.25 6.10 6.00 4.10

ChEVY CHASE 3 116.4 5.00 4.59 4.41 5.10 4.70 4.40 5.50 5.07 4.43 4.00
6,:f61

5 116.3 6.90 6.56 4.34 6.60 6.54 4.06 7.30 6.77 4.53 7.10

CLARKSBURG 3 105.5 3.40 3.89 ...49 3.80 3.97 -.17 3.R0 4.35 -.55 3.70 3.93 -.23

5 102.6 5.00 5.35 ...35 5.20 5.30 .18 5.20 5.62 .42 5.20 5.59 -.39,

CLOVERLY 3 111.0 4.30 4.24 4.06 4.2G 4.34 ...14 4.60 4.71 -.11 4.10 4.25 -.15

5 112.8 6.30 6.25 4.05 6.10 6.25 -.15 7.10 6.47 4.63 6.60 6.40. +.20

COLO SPRING . 3 114.4 4.50 4.46 4.04 4.50 A.b6 -.06 5.00 4.94 +.06 4.40 , 4.45 -.05

5 111.3 b.60 6.12 4.40 6.30 44,812 +.18 6.70 6.35 4.35 6.50 6.28 4.22

COLESVILLE 3 99.2 3.40 3.48 ...00 3.50 3.54 ..04 3.90 3.93 -.03 3.40 3.57 -.17

5 100.9 6.20 5.91 4.29 6.00 5.92 4.00 6.30 6.15 4.15 5.90 6.09 -.19

'COLLEGE GANDERS 3 I12.0 4.10 4.31 -.21 4.20 4.40 -.20 4.60 4.78 ...I8 4.20 4.31 ....11

5 112.3 6.30 6.21 4.09 6.20 6.21 -.01 6.70 6443 4.27 6.30 6.36 .06

CONGRESSIONAL 3 107.6 3.40 4.02 ...62 3.70 4.11 .-.41 4.70 4.49 +.21 4.50 4.05 +.45

5 111.6 5.60 6.14 .-.54 5.40 6.15 -.75 6.00 6.37 ...37 6.00 6.31 -.31

CONNECTICUT PARK 3 105.6 3.60 3.90 .30. 3.60 3.97 -.37 4.20 4.35 -.25 4.00 3.94 4.06

5 109.8 6.00 5.99 4.01 5.90 5.99 -.09 6.30 6.22 4.08 6.10 6.17 ...07

CRESTHAVEN 3 106.1 4.40 3.93 4.47 4.40 4.01 4.39 4.90 , 4.39 4.51 4.10 3.97 4.13

5 111.0 b.30 6.16 4.14 6.20 6.16 4.04 6.40 6.39 +.01 6.40 6.32 4.08

SEE CHARTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 01 ACCOMPANYING ',DIFFERENCE', SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE °DIFFERENCE', SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (DAMASCUS - GALWAY).

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOLISAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
ZATION

- (1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
Kw.
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(31

PERCENT
AVERAGE
'DAILY
ATTEN '

DANCE
(4)

.

'

TOTAL NO.,

%

AVERAGE-YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

(9)

.

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCEPT
DISAD-.
VAN-
TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
(II/

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
(SI
(12)

TEACHER
(5)

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
.,F71

ADMIN.
(81

DAMASCUS K-6 708 21.8 94.3 30.5 2.0 11.7 20.3 24.6 9.0 12.2 12,961

DARNESTOWN K-6 420 18.7 95.7 21.5 1.0 13.7 43.0 44.4 5.0 13,763

DENNIS AVENUE K-6 225 20.5. 94.5 10.0 1.0 10.2 20.5 36.4 1.1 12.7 16,777

EASTSILVER SPRING K-6 280 19.3 95,3 13.5 1.0 9.2 12.0 34.5 5.8 12.6 11,828

EDWARD U TAYLOR P-6 143 15.9 94.3 6.0 1.0 13.3 15.0 33.3 7.6 12.1 12'0543

ENGLISH MANOR K-6 518 21.1 '95.8 23.5 1.0 7.9 23.0 40.8 5.7 12.8 19,068

FAIRLAND
f

638 20.9 95.3 28.5 2.0 10.1 18.3 36,1 5.9 12.7 17,476

FALLSMEAD K-6 521 23.7 97.0 21.0 1.0 7.5 35.0 22.7 0.0 NA NA

FARMLAND K-6 522 24.9 96.2 ,20.0 1.0 12.8 23.0 28.6 0.8 14.7 28,157

FERNWOOD K-6 285 19.0 95.3 14.0 1.0 9.5 20.0 33.3 0.8 14.1 24,020

1

FIELDS ROOD 0 K-6 580 20.3 94.4 26.5 2.0 7.1 17.5 38.6 15.2 12.8 18,360

\...

FLOWER VALLEY K-6 632 23.8 96.3 24.5 2.0 14.2 28.0 34.0 8.4 '12.8. 18,166

FOREST GROVE K-6 29b 14.4 95.7 19.5 1.0 10.0 8.0 56.1 3.2 12.7 17,634

FOREST KNOLLS K-6 239 11.9 94.1 19.0 1.0 12.0 17.0 45.0 2.7 12.6 19,988

FOUR CORNERS P-6 333 16.1 96.1 19.6 1.0 10.1 22.0 38.8 8.8 12.6 16,780

FOX CHAPEL *K-6 498 19.9 94.1 24.0 1.0 7.1 17.0 48.0 7.1 NA NA

GAITHERSBURG P-6 655 19.3 94.4 32.0 2.0 11.5 24.0 23.5 6.5 12.2 11,736

GALWAY K-6 563 23.9 95.4 22.5 1.0 10.2 25.0 21.3 0.4 12.7 17,550

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOX DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN. MIS TABLE.
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TABLE4.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
SCHOOL 547bTEM.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY (DAMASCUS GALWAY)

SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
,AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*,

.

SKILL ARIAS
44'

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHCMATICAL.TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRAPE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

SA5 GE NORM

61FrER- AVERAGE MARY -

Et,,CE LAND
GE NORM

DAMASCUS 3 103.4 3.70 3.78 -.OA 3.80 3.85
5 164.6 5.40 5.53 -.13 5.50 5.55

DARNESTOTIN .3 108.9 4.00 4.11 -.11 4.10 4.20
5 113.1 6.20 6.20 -.00 6.10 6.27

DENNIS AVENUE 3'4114.9 4.20 4.50 -.30 4.40 4.60

5 115.1 6.30 6.45 -.15 6.20 6.44

EAST SILVER SPRING 3 106.1 3.70 3.93 -.23 3.60 4.01

EIAARD U TAYLOR 3 91.5 3.40 2.99 .41 3.10 3.03
5 115.1 5.4U 6.45 -1.05 5.00 6.44

ENGLISH MANOR 3 109.1 3.80 4.12 -.32 3:70 4.21-

5 110,8' 6.10 6.07 .03 ..20 6.08

FAIRLANO 3. 108.1 4,20 4.06 .14 4.30 4.14
5 110.8 6.30 6.07 .23 6.10 6.08

FALL.SHEAD 3 110.7 4.40 4.22 .18 4.50 4.32
5 112.2 6.70 6.20 .50 6.50 6.20

FARMLAND 3 115.6 4.50 4.54 -.54 4.70 4.04
5 11443 6.80 6.38 .42 6.70 6.37

FERNKJOD 3 114.9 4.60 4.50 00 4.70 4.60

5 119.0 7.00 6.8% .20 6.90 6.77

FIELDS ROAD 3 105.4 3.50 3.88 -.30 3.60 3.96
5 106.2 b.50 5.67 -.17 5.60 5.69

FLOwER VALLEY 3 111.4 4,40 .27 .13 4.40 4.36
5 116.9 6.50 6.61 -.114 6:50 6.59

FOREST GROVE 3 107.8 3.90 4.04 -,14 3.00 4.12

5 112.2 6.20 6.20 .00 6.30 6.20

FOREST KNOLLS 3 113.3 4.00 4.39 -.19 4.50 4.49

5 119.4 6.30 6.83 -.53 6.60- 6.61

FOUR CORNERS 3 108.3 .50 4.07 .43 4.40 4.15
5 113.2 6.00 6.29 -.29 6.00 6.28

FOX CHAPEL 3 100.2 3.50 3.55 -.OS 3.50 3.61

5 104.1 5.20 5.45 -.2n 5.10 5.61

GAITH,ROuRG 3 100.7 3.30 3.58 -.28 3.60 3.65

5 104.6 5.00 5.53 -.53 5.10 5.55

GALIKAY 3 109.5 4.20 4.15 .09 4.30 6.24

5 111.3 6.60 6.12 .4n 6.50 6.12

SE! CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FDR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE 'MARY.. DIFFER-
ENCE . LAND ENCE LAND . VICE

GE NORM GE NORM

-.05 4.20 4.23
-.05 6.00 5.79

-.1^ 4.90 4.57
-.11 6.50 6.50

-.20 4.90 4.97
-.24 6.80 6.67

-.41 4.00 4.39

.07 3.30 3.42
-1.44 5.50 6.67

-.51
.12

4.40
6.50

4.59

.16 4.50 4.52

.02 6.30 6.31

.18 5.00 4.69

.30 6.90 6.42

.06 5.50 5.02

.33 7.20 6.60

.10 5.50 4.97

.13 7.40 6.99

-.36 4.00 4.34
-.09 5.70 5.92

.04 4.70 4.74
-.09 7.00 6.82

-.32 4.40 4.50
.10 6.60 6.42

.01 4.40 4.87
-.21 6.80 7.02

.25 4.70 4.53
-.211 6.10 6.51

-.11 4.10 4.00
-.41 5.10 ' 5.75

-.05 3.A0 4.03
-.45 5.50 5.79

.06 4.A0 4.61

.38 6.50 6.35

-.03 3.70 3.83 -.13
.21 5.80 5.75 .05

-.07 4.20 4.13 ,07
.00 6.60 6,43 4.17

-.07 4.30 4.40 -.18
.13 6.70 6459 .11

-.39 3.70 3.97 -.27

-.12 3.10 3412 -.02
-1.17 5.70 6.59 -.89

3.90 4.14 -y24-.19
6.20 6.25 -:05

-.02 4.00 4.03 -.08
-.01 6.30 6.25 .05

.31 4.40 4.23 .17
4.48 6.70 6.36 .34

.48 4,90 4.52 4.38

.60 7.00 6.52 .48

..63 4.90 4.46 .42

.41 7.30 6.90 .40

-.34 3.70 3.92 -.22
-.22 5.80 5.88

1p
r.08

-.04 4.40 4.27 .13
.18 6.70 6.73 -.03

-.10 3.70 4.06 -.36
.18 6.40 6.36 .04

-.47 4.50 4.30 .12
-.22 7.10 6.93 .17

07 4.30 4.09 4.21
-.41 6.30 6.44 -.14

.10 3.80 3.62 .18
-.65 5.30 5.71 -.41

-.23 3.40 3.65 -.25"
-.29 5.20 5.75 -.55

4.614er 4.PQ 4.16 .04
4.15 6.70 6.28 042

ASTERISK 0/ ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERCNCE" SCDRLS PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY (BOUNTY (GARRETT PARK KENSINGTON)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL. COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

I SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

- PERCAT' , PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN . MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AvERAGF YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. ExPERIENEE MASTER'S DISAD- EDuCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENR0LL ',TAFF ATIEN- ____________ _,.._..___ _ ......_ DEGREE VAN- TION OF IN(nmL
ZATION WENT RATIO 0ANti TEACHER ADMEN. TfAcHER AImIN. OP ABOVE TAGFD MOTHER (%)

SCHOOL NAME (11, (2) 13) 14) (51 (61 (7) I (01 (91 (101 (111 (12)

GARRETT PARK K-6 334 22tsp 96.1 13.6 1.0 9.1 20.0 30.3 3.1 13.8 16,754

GEORGETOWN HILL K-6 534 25.4 96.6 20.0 1.0 13.7 17.0 57.1 0.6 13.7 21.027

GEORGIAN FOREST K-6 370 14.8 95.4 24,0 1.0 9.2 17.5 40.0 3.9 12.7 15,734

GERMANTOWN P-6 400 21.1 95.9 18.0 1.0 13.7 13.0 47.4 11.1 12.2 13,821

GLEN HAVEN K-6 470 20.0 9.4.1 22.5 1.0 11.3 22.0 21.3 1.0 12.5 15.414'I
t

GLENALLEN K-6 443 22.7 94.1 18.5 :.0 7.6 11.0 33.3 4.4 12.0 13,021

GLENMONT P-6 469 18_,7 95.1 24.1 1.0 14.1 19.1 54.2 2.6 12.4 13,500

GRECNwOOD K-6 582 24.3 96.0 23.0 1.0 0.0 30.0 25.0 6.6 12.6 15,637

GROSvENOR K-6 336 21.7 95.9 14..5 1.0 11.6 10.0 19.3 0.9 13.5 19,122

HARMONY HILLS K-6 529 21.6 96.1 23.5 1.0 13.0 25.0 36.7 4.7 12.7 14,826

HIGHLAND - P-6 582 20.7 95.3 26.1 2.0 14.5 13.0 20.4 2.2 12.4 13,402

HIGHLAND v4,1 K-6 378 22.9 93.7 15.5 1.0 5.4 20.0 24.2 9.6 12.6 11.159

HILLANDALE K-6 268 24.4 95.6 10.0 1.0 11.1 22.6 45.5 2.0 12.7 17.619

HOLIDAY PARK P-6 441 19.4 95.7 21.7 1.0 11.2 22.0 22.0 7.2 12.3 12,607

HUNGERFORD K-6 362 22.6 95.4 15.0 1.0 12.7 11.0 25.0 1.9 12.7 17,217

JACKSON ROAD K-6 465 20.2 95.9 22.0 1.0 16.9 17.2 34.8 0.2 12.6 19,940

KEMP MILL K-6 312 16.0 95.1 10.5 1.0 12.9 24.0 59.0 0.6 12.9 20,909

KENSINGTON K-6 266 17.7 94.5 14.0 1.0 13.7 46.3 40.0 5.5 12.8 15.576

BEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFFNITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
t
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (GARRETT PARK KENSINGTON.)

o.

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSItm

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY , READING ComPRERENSIA LANGUAGE TOTAL 'mATHEmATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME WirrAvERAGE AVERAGE MARY- oiFFFRA AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ErCE ' LANU ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM

GARRETT PARK

GEORGETOWN HILL.

GEORGIAN FOREST

GERmANTO*N

,i(

GLEN HAVEN

GLENALLEN

(.1

HIGHLAND VIEW '

HILLANDALE.

HOLIDAY PARK

HUNGERFORD

JACKSON ROAD

KEMP MILL

KENSINGTON

3 113.2
5 112.8

3 106.9
5 106.7

3 104.4
5 1U5.3

3 113.4
5 113.4

3 113.9
5 113.2

4.40
6.40

3 115.4 4.70 ' 4.53 +.17 4.80 4.63 4.17
5 113.9 45.80 6.35 +.45' 6.70' 6.34, 4.36

3 103.7 3.60 3.77 4.17' 3.80( 3.85 -.05
5 108.8 5.80 5:90 -.10 5.80 5.91 ...11

...."

,

4.20 3.184 +.22 4.30 4.06 4.24
5.60 5.71 -.11 5.80 5.73 4.07

4.10 3.82, +.28 4.10 3.89 4.21
5.60 5.59 4.01 5.70 5:761. 4.09

3 100.3 3.50 3.55 3.40 3.62 -.22
5 107.5 6.10 5.7B +.32 5.90 5.80 4.10

GLENmONT 3, 109.4 n4.10 4.14 +.04 4.30 4.23 4.07
5 104.2 5.50 5.49 4.01 5.50 5.52 -,. -.02

A

''

GREgiOOD 3 111.3 4.20 4.26 -.06 4.20 4.36 .n.16-
5 106.4 5.80 5.69 .11 5.90 5.71 .19 -

.GROsVENOR 3 11103 4.40 4.30 +.10 4.70 .39 +.31

HARMONY 4A1LLS 3 110.5 4.00. ..:21 4.10 4.30 -.20

5 1100:0 .6.30 6.07 +.23 6.10z, .08 4..02

4.21
5 106.3 5.80 5.68 .12 ' 5.60 5.7.0 -.10

____,,tr°
y

---------
HIGHLAND 3 102.7 4.00 3.71 +.29 4.00 3.78 +.22

5 106.5 5.69 5.69 -.7709 5.60 5.71 -,11

3 (-68.6 4.30 4.09 +.21 4.40 4.18 4.22
5 104.0 5.90 5.47 +.43 5.80 5.50 4.30

3 108.0 3.90 4.05 -.15 4.20.' 4.13 4.07
113.1 6.20 6.28 -.08 5.90 6.27 -.37

3 100.8
5 99.6

3.40 3.59
5. 5.08

4.
6.90

4.39 +.01 4.40 4.48 v...008

6.25 +.15 6.6Q, 6.25 +.35

4.40
6.30

4.60 4,,43 +.17 4.70
6.40 871-7- +.11 6.40

p 3 110.8 4.10 nv4.23 -.13 4.40 4.32 OR
5 113.6 6.60 6.32 +.28 6.30 6.32

4
3 111.5 3.80 4.28 -.48 3,90 4.37 :447
5 111.6 5.50 6,14 -.64 5.60 6.15 ...55

+.10 4.70 4.-50

+.60 6.70 6.30

4,53
.6.28

-.19 3.70 3.65 4.05
+.12 5.30 5.13 4.17

4.20
4.40

'4.17
4.12

AVERAGE MARY- 'DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ENCE LAND ENGE

'GE. NORM GE GP NORM

4.60 .4.86 -.26 4.20 4.38 -.18
6.50 6.47 4.03 16.20 6.40 -.20

5.20 5.00 4.20 4.60 4.50 +.10
7.10 6.56 4.54 8.90 6.49 +.41

4.00 : 4.23 -.23 3.80 3.83 -.03
"6.60 6.14 4.46 6.50 06.09 4.41

1

. 1

5.00 4.44 +.56 4.60 4.01 4.59
5.90 5.96 . -.06 6.10 5.92 4.18

4.60 4.27 4.33 3.80
5.90 5.85 4.05 ,5.90

3.87 -.07
5.81 4.09

3.80 4.00 .20 .3.50 3.63 -.13
5.80 6.03 -.23 5.90 5.98

4.60 4.61 :01 4.20 4,4.16, 4.04
5.8b 5.76 4.04 5.90 5.72 4.18

4.90 4.73 +.17 4.10 -.17
5.80

IF

6L44 -.14 6.00

!!!790

4.11

4'4.80 .77 4.03 4.60 4.30

4.50 4.68 -.18 4.10 64.2252. -.12

5.90 6.31 ,,, -.41 6.40 4.15

.6.00 '5.93 4.07 6.40 5.89 4.11

4
4.44 4.16 .24 3.9Cr %., 3.77 +.:13

, 6.10 5.95 +.15' 6.10 +.20

5.00
6.20

4.40
6:30.

4.55 4.45 4.30 4.11 4.19
5.74 4.46 . 5.70 5.70 +.00

4.51 4.11 4.00 4.08 -.08
6.50 t.20 6.10 6.43 -.33

4.00 4.04 -.04 4 50
5.0 5.37 5.40

'5.00 4.87: 4.13
6.80 6.52 4.28

5.10 4.91
6.50 6.51

4.40
6.90

3.66
5.35

4.39
6.45

4.19 4.50 4.42
.".01 6.60 ' 6.44

-.16
4.05

+.01.
4.45

+08
4.16

4.60 4.70 -.10 4.50 4.24 4.26
L 6.60 4.06 6.70 /6.47 +.23

"4.30 4.75 -.45 3.70, 4.28 -.58
5.70 6.37 ;467 5.8O 6.31 -.51

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF,TERMS,..EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (AO. ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL- INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING. THE "DIF ERENCEASCORES PRDVIDED,IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (LAKE\NOkMANDY NORTH CHEVY CHASE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -7 COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
°PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN i
TOTAL . AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

4 GRADE SCHDOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILYORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN^ TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED' MOTHER (1)SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) ' (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

LAKE NORMANDY

-.-

LAXEWOOD

LARCHMONT

LAYTONSVILLE

LONE OAK

K-6 0 503 21.4 96.1 22.5 8.9 15.0

K-6 483 21.9 96.7 21.0 1.0 8.6. 13.0

K-6 302 23.2 95.7 , 13.0 0.0 14.4 0.0
,

I , c'

q
4C- 6 697 19.8 94.2 33.2 2.0 13.6 17.5

541 18.6 95.0 28.1 1.0 10.3 34.0

LUCY BARNSLEY K-6 672. 23.6.- 96.6 26:5 2.0 7.9 17.5

LUXMANbR K-6 3,1 20.7 96.9 15.5 1.0 6.9 21.0

LY4qcROOK K-6 262 19.5 93.2 12.4 1.0 12.4 14.0

MACDONALD KNOLLS K-6 199 22.1 96.2 8.0 r 1.0 12.6 17.0
\ 4

4
MARYVALE P-4 398 15:13, 93.3 22.3 3.0 13.3 -23.2

MCKENNEY HILLS K-6 214 20.4 94.5 10.5 0.0 13:8 0.0

MEADOW HALL

MILL CREEK TONNE

MONOCACY

K-6 425 16.6 95.1 24.6 1.0 11.5 32.0

4

K-6 767 22.5 95.1 32.0 2.0 A4 8.9 25.3

29.8 63.0 14.3 24,151

3148 2.4 13.1 21,819

46.1 3.5 13.6 22,034

27.3 6.8 12.4 14,025

34.3 2.4 12.4 13,897

38.6 0.0 12.9 19.780

33.3 0.0 .4.5 25,200

25.4 .3.4,;

ra

°12. 9 14,588

66.7 4.1 12.1. 14,451

35.6 10.0 11.8 11,586

47.6 6.2 12.7 16,748

39.1 6.6 ,12.5 15,669

32.3 0.2 12.9 17.336

P-6 272 20.7 94.9, .12.1 1.0 14.0 24.5 10.5 13:4`ly2scr 10,547N
MONTGOMERY KNOLLS K-10 335 26.8 94.2 11.5 1.0 12.1 14.0 16'.00 3.6 12.7 19,484

I'

-0

MONTROSE K -6 335 20.9 94.7, 15.0 1.0 12.4 32.7 43.7 1.6
...,

T.

NEW HAMPSHIRE ESTATES P-4 232 16.6 92.1 (''' 13.0 1.0 14.2 24.7 50.0 12.3 10,644

K"="6- 332 19.5 96.5 16.0 1.0 11.5 2.0 35.3 ': 4.5 13.7 21.546

13.706

NORTH CHEVY CHASE

l

: .
)

r
# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR D FINIT OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDEBAN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (LAKE NORMANDY NORTH CHEVY CHASE)

SCHOOL 'LEVEL 'SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL.

MONTG.,IMERYCUUNIY AVERAGE STANDARD 'AGE SCORES*
SEHOOL SYSTEM

4

VOCABULARY

SCHOOL NAME GRAOE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-
LANO

SAS GE NORM

LAKE NORMANDY 3 117.9 4.'60 4.69
5 114.6 6.60 6.41.

LAKEWOOD

LARCHMONT 3 105 4.40

3 110.8 4.10 4.23

5 111.3 6.30 6.12

5 107 7 6.30

A
LAYTONSVILLE 3 106,8 3.90 3.97

5 105.7 5.60 '4.62

LONE OAK - 3 107.9, 3.90 4.04

5 107.9 5.00 5.82

3.'42
5.g0

<I

LUCY BARNSLEY 3 111.8' 4.50 4.30
5 115.5 6.60 6.49

LUTiMANOR 3 115.3 5.00 4.52

5 116.5 6.80 6.58

LYNNBROOK 3 104.1 ,3.80 3.80

5 114.8 4..50 6.43

. MACDONALD KNOLLS 3 102.1 3.80 3.67'
5 1p9.9 5.60 5.99

-

ARYVALE 3 100.3 3.20 3.55.

MCKENNEY HILLS 3 112.6 4.20 4.35
5 107.8 5.90 5.81

MIte CREEK TOWNE-

MON0CACY

5 104

3
5

114.0
109.6

4.10 4.28
5.40 5.68

4.50 4.44
6.10 5.97

3 108.5 3.70 4.08
5 104.2 5.60 5.49

1

MONTGOMERY KNOLLS 3 106.3 4.10 3.94
5 103.8 5.40 5.46

MONTROSE 3 105.7
5 102.0)

3.80 3.90
5,30 5.30

NEW HAMPSHIRE ESTATE 3 100.6 3.20 3.57

NORTH CHEVY CHASE 3 112.0
5 112.7

4.60 4.31

6.50 6.24

SKILL AREAS
3,

REAOING COMPREHENSION t LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

0/FFFR- AVERAGE MARY- 01FFFR- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

EhCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

6E., NORM,::, GE NORM GE NORM

-.09 4.60 4.80 -.20 5.20 5.17 +.03 4.50 4.65 -.15

4.19-, 6.20 6.40 -.20 6.70 6.62 +.04 6.70 6.55 +.15

-.07 4.00 . 4.05 -.05 4.60 4.43 ,*.17 3.90 4.01 -.11

-.02 5.70 5.65 4.05 6.00 5.88 +.12 5.70 5.84 -.14

-.14 4,00 4.13 -.13 4.30 4.51 -.21 3.70 4.07 -.37

-.82 5.00 5.83 '-.83'. 5.10 ,6.26 -.96 5.30 6.01 -.71

.

, .

4.20 4.60 4.39 +.21 4.40 4.77 '4.03 4.40 4.30 4,10

4.11 6.60 6.48 4.12 6.90 6.70 +.20 6.70 6.62 4.08

4.48 4.90 4.62 +.28 5.70 5.00 +.70 5.00 4.50 :..7g

4.22 6.70 6.56 +.14 7.20 6.78 +.42 . 6.80 6.70

r

4.00 ' 3.90 3.87 4.03 4.10 4.25
::011, (3).;00

3.85 -.05

4.07 6.40 6.42 -.02 6.60 6.64 6.56 -.26

.,4.13 3.90 3.74 4.16 4.00 4.12 -.12 3.90 3.73 4.17

-.39 5.60 6.00 -.40 '5,90 6.23 -.33 5.40 6.17 -.37

_

M -.35 3.30 3.62 -.32 3.50 4.00 -.50 3.30) 3.63 -.33

-,15 3.90 4.44 -.54 4.60 4.82 -.22 4.00 4,04 -.34

4.09 . 5.70 5.82 -.12 5.R0 '.6.06 -.26 5:90 6.01 -.11

-.13 4.10 4.32 7:.22 4.50

4.18 6.20 6.12 4.0n 6.40

-.14
-.28

-.38 3.90 4.17 .L.27 4.00 4.55 -.55' 3.70

4.11 5.40 5.52 -.12 5.70 5.76 -.06 5.50

1.16 4.10 4.02 .4.08 4.70 4.40 +.30

-.06 5.40 5.49 -.09 5.80 5.72 +.08

-.10 4%00 3.98 4.02 4.60 4.36* +.24 3.90 3.94 -.04

4.00 5.30 5.33 -.03 5.60 5.57 +.03 5.40 5.54 -.14

4-.37 2,90 3.64 -.74 3.50 4.02 -.52 3.60 3.65 -.05

4.29 4.90
4.26 6.60

'4.48 4.50 3499 +.51

4.50 6.10 5.82 +.24

4.20 4.37 -.17 4.40 4.75

5.50 5.70 -.20 5.70 5.93

4.40 4.50

6.24 4.36

4.70. ..20
6.35 +.05

C.

4.70 4437 +.33
6.10 6.05 +.05

5.10
6.40

3.90
6.40

4.20
6.20

4.24
6.28

4.05 4.10 4.28 -.18
=.23 5.60 5.89 -.29

4.06 4.54
4.42 4.0A

4.50 4.91 +.29 4.50.-.04 5.20

4.13 6.00 5.98 4.02 6.50 6.21 +.29 6.30 6.15 4.15

4.30
5.80 5.69

4.78 +.32 4.60 4.31 4.29

6.46' +.34 6.80 6.40 4.40

4.12

3.95 4.25
6.00 4.20

-.40
-.22

4.32
4,11 -

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITIONPOF TERMS,
EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK I/ ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS. FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY. COUNTY (NORTH LAKE ROCKING HORSE ROAD)
6

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFFGRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE

6
MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- .AMILYORGAN)- ENROLL- STAFF ATM DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOML

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE' TAGED MOTHER (S)SCHOOL NAME (I) t2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 171 18) 19) (10) (11) . (12)

NORTH LAKE

OAKLAND TERRACE

OAKVIEW

OLNEY

PARK STREET

K-6 407 21.4 95.6 18.0 1.0 9.1 24.9

K-6 535 18.4 95.3 28.1 1.0 15.8 20.0

31.6 1.9

43.3 4.5

K-6 389 20.5 95.2 18.0 1.0 14.9 18.0 26.3 7.0,

P-6 488 23.7 95.1 19.6 1.0 10.3 20.0 29.1 4.6

P-6 407 18.0 94.1 21.6 1.0 8.3 13.3 35.9

PARKSIDE P-6 211 18.1 96.9 10.6 1.0 13.9

PARKWOOD

PINECRESD

PINEY BRANCH

PLEASANT VIEW

POOLESVILLE

POTOMAC

RADNOR

15.0 25.8

12.8 22,261

,12.5 16,036,

12.6 11.842

12.6 16,606

11.8 12.2

C7
0.7 12.8

116.452

15,923

4-6 414 21.8 96.5 18.0 1.0 12.7 16.1 26.3 1.4 13.4 17,730.

K-6 337 21.7 95.6 14.5 1.0 12.3 . 8.2 54.8 12.7 17,847

529 14.3 94.8 36.0 1.0 . 7.7 9.0 40.5 7.2 12.5 11,410

K-6 395 19.3 95.5 19.5 1.0 12.7 25.0 43.9 13.1 12.5 14,466

P-6 553 22.1 95.5 24.0 1.0 11.1 15.0 24.0 9.3 12.0 10,721

K-6 530 22.1 96.5 23.0 12.5 9.5 43.7 3.2 14.7 26,814

1

P-6 357 17.3 95.2 19.6 1.0 13.4 16.9 48:5 2.4 13.3 . 19,622

RITCHI -e PARK K-6 507/ 2064 96.0 24.0 1.0 9.5 34.5 36.0 0.0 14:2 20,926

ROCK CREEK FOREST K-6 351 19.5 94.9 Ir.o 1.0 9.1 21.0 38.9 '2.2 12.7 13,711

ROCK CREEK PALISADES P-6 514 19.4 94.5 25.5 1.0 11.8 15.5 50.0 3.7 12.5 16,005

A

ROCK,CREEK-NALLEY

ROCKING HORSE ROAD

K-6 621 21.7 96.5 27.6 1.0 14.9 30.5 45.5 0.0 12.8 19,095

K-6 586 23.0 2.0 10.1 22.5 32.0 3.3 12.523.4 \95.7 14,654

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73r FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND,SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (NORTH LAKE - ROCKING HORSE ROAD)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY

SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MAkYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
,AVERAGE STANDARD AGE ClORESt

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM.

SCHOOL NAME

NORTH LAKE

OAKLAND TERRACE

OAKVILW

51,

SKILL AREAS

VOCAHULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
A

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- ,U1FFER AVFRAGE DIFFFR- AVEPA,L MARY- DIFFFR AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER

LAND EIXF LAND ERCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM CE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

3 115.0
5 110.9

4.30 4.50
6.20 6.Q8

3' 109.9 4.20 4.17
5 108.8 5.70 5.90

.3 105.8
5 108.7

3.80 3.91
6.20 5.89

OLNEY 3 107.8 4.20 4.04
5 109.2 5.70 5.93

PARK STREET

P ARKSIDE

PARKW000

PINE CREST

3 107.7
5 107.5 5.50

-.70
4.12

4.30 4.60 -.30 4.70 4.98 ..28 4.40 4.48

6.10 6.09 +.01 6.10 6.31 6.00 6.25 -.25

4.03 4:30 4.26 +.04 4.60 4.64 4.10 4.19 -.09

5.70 5.91 5.40 6.14 5.80 6.09 -.29

-.11 4.00
4.31

3.99 +.01 4.40 4.37 +.03 4.10 3.95 .15
6.10 5.90 +.20 6.10 6.13 -.03 6.10 6..00 +.02

4.16 4.10 4.12 4.20 4.50 4.10 4.06 +.04

-.23 5.60 5.94 6.10 6.17 -.07 6.00 6.12

4.03 -.03 4.10 4.11 -.01 4.30 4.49 -.19 4.00 4.06 -.06

5.78 -.211 .5.80 5.80 +.00 6.00 6.03 -.03 5.70 5.98

3 111.9 4.30 -4.30 4.00 4.60 4.40 +.20 4.60 4.77 -.17 4.10 4.30 -.20

5 116.7 6.90 6.60 4.30 6.50 6.58 ...0A 6.70 6.80 -.10 6.40 6.72 1 -.32

.--..,

3 113.5 4.30 4.40 -.10 4.40 4.50 -.10 4.40 4.88 ..48 4.10 4,39

5 117.6 6.40 6.68 -.711 6.50 6.65 ...15 6.80 6187 6.60 6.79 ,;19

3 109.2 4.20 4.13 4.07 4.20 4.22 02 4.70 4.59 4.11 4.40 4.15 +.25

5 111.2 6.30 6.11 +.10 6.30 6.11 +.18 6.10 6.34 6.20 6.28 -.08

PINEY BRANCH 5 101.5 5.00 5.25 ...25 4.90 5.29 5.00 5.53 ...53 5:00 5.50 -.50

PLEASANT VIEW 3 113.8 4.10 4.42 -.32 4.10 4.52 ' 5.00 4.90 +.10 4.20 4.41

S 101.9 5.20 5.29 -.09 5.00 5.33 -.33 5.10 5.56 -.46 5.30 5.54

POOLESVILLE 3 109.7 3.60 4.16 -.56 3.60 4.25 ..65 4.00 4.63 3.60 4.17

5 107.7 5.80 5.80 4.00 5.00 5.82 -.02 6.30 6.05 +.25 '5.90 6.00

POTOMAC 3 113.2 4.70 4.39 4.31 4.50 4.48 +.02 4.90 4.86 +.04 4.30 4,38

5 108.4 6.90 5.86 41.04 6.50 5.80 4.62 7.00 6.11 +.89 6.60 6.05 +,55

,.,

RADNOR 3 114.0 4.60 4.44 4.16 4,60 4.54 4.06 5.20 4.91 +.24 4.40 4.42 -.02

5 115.9 6.90 6.52 4.34 6.50 6.51 -.01 7.00 6.73 ..27 7.10 6.65 +.45

RITCHIE PARK 3 115.4 4.60 4.53 4.07 4.60 4.63 ...03 4.80 5.00 .20 4.50 4 4.50 4.00

5 115.6 6.00 6.50 4.30 6.70 6.48 +.22 J.10 6.71 +,39 6.90 6.63 +.27

ROCK CREEK FOREST 3 105.2 4.00 3.87 4.1'3 4.00 3.95 +.05 4.40 4.33 +.07 4.10 3.91 .19

5 104.9 5.80 5.55 4.25 5.80 5.58 +.22 5.90 5.81 ..09 5.00 5.78 +.12

ROCK CREEK PALISADES 3 109.5 4.50 4.15 4.35 4.60 4.24 +.36 4.90 4.61, +.29 4.20 4.16 +.04

5 108.5 6.-30 5.87 43 6.00 5.80 +.12 6.60 6.11 +.49 6.10 6.06 4,04

ROCK CREEK VALLEY 3 113.1 4.40 4.38 0.02 4.40 4.48 -.011 5.10 4.85 +.25 4.50 4.37 +.13

5 112.9 6.40 6.26 404 6.30 6.26 +.04 6.110 6.48 .Ap2 6.50 6.41- +.09

ROCKING HORSE ROAD 3 106.4 3.90 3.95 -.05 3.90 4.03 4.60 4.41 . +.19 4.00 3.18 +.02

5 102.9 5.20 5.38 -.18 5.10 5.41 -.31 5.40 5.65 -.25 5.30 5.62

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-.75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (4) ACCDMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPEttAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE
"DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (ROLLING TERRACE TWINBROOK)

TABLE ,. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

MONTGOMERY

,)

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGAN1-
ZATION

III

TOTAL.
SCHI1OL
ENROLL
MINT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(31

PERMIT
Al/TRACE,.
DAILY
ALIEN
DANCE
(41

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF
MASTER'S
DEGREE

OR ABOVE
(91

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
1101

MEDIAN
EDuCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
(111

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
(Si
112)

TEACHCR
151

ADMIN.
(61

TEACHER
(71

ADMIN.
181

ROLLING TERRACE P -4 327 15.0 93.6 17.1 1.0 14.4 32.0 27.6 7.5 12.5

ROLLINGw0OD K-6 Pit6 20.4 96.3 11.0 1.0 9.12 23.0 45.8 0.6 14.7
4.

ROSEMARY HILLS P -6 504 17.3 94.7 25.1 1.0 9.2 12.5 43.3 4.4 12.7

ROSEMONT P-6 339 16.3 95.1 19.7 1.0 11.4 10.7 36.7 2.4 12.2

SADDLEBROOK K-6 491 21.8 96.0 21.5 1.0 8.6 .21.0 28.9 5.9 12.7

,.
SEVEN LOCKS ROAD K-6 380 22.3 96.9 16.0 1.0 .9.6 17.9 .47.1 4.4 14.3

SHERWOOD p-5 542 19.1 94.5 26.3 2.0 .10.7 27.0 32.1 8.2 12.7

SOMERSET K-6 409 19.0 9'5.9 20.5 1.0 2023 20.0 48.5 2.5 14.6

SOUTH LAKE P -6 401 21.2 95.7 17.9 1.0 8.9 16.4 31.8 14.3 12.2

SORING MILL K-6 219 23.1 94.5 8.5 1.0 8.1 35.0 47.4 4.4 12.8

STEDWICK K-6 434 19.7 95.6 21.0 1.0 7.3 20.5 40.9 Q.0 NA

STONEGATE K-6 449 21.4 96.4 20.0 1.0 8.6 18.0 23.8 7.0 12.7

srapaHmoRE K-6 400 20.4 95.4 22.5 2..0 9.4 21.0 36.2 5.0, 12.6

SUMMIT HALL K-6 59'P 22.1 95.0 25.0 2.0 9.4 27.5 25.9 6.5 12.3
4

5
TAKOMA PARK -5 538 18.8 93.0 27.6 1.0 11.1 13.0 38.4 12.5

TRAVILAH P-6 439 21.3 94.4 19.6 1.0 '9.1 18%0 19.4 6.5 12.6

TUCKERMAN K-6 364 2344 96.3 . 16.0 1.0 7.2 36.5 .4 0.0 14.3

TWINIROOK P-6 728 19.8 95.2 34.8 2.0. 15.5 23.3 44.6 2.6 12.5

SEE awn* 3, PAGES 7243, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TAALE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY-(ROLLING TERRACE TWINBROOK)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH ffARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE. STANDARD AGE SCORES*

MONIGOmtRY COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTLm

SCHOOL NAMt

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADEAvERAGE AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

SAS GE NORM

ROLLING TERRACE 3. 109.5 3.60 4.15

ROLLINGw091) 3 113.4 4.90 , 4,40
5 111.0 k.00 6.09

ROSEMARY HILLS 3 104,5 3.50 3.83
5 98.9 4.50 5.02

ROSEMONT 3 104.8 3.80 3.64

5 104.9 5.60 5.55

SADDLEBROOK 3 109.8 4.20 4.17
6.20 6.31

SEVEN LOCKS HOAD

SHERWOOD

SOMERSET

SOUTH LAN/.

SPRING MILL

STEDwICK

SIONEGATE

STRATHMORE

SUMMIT HALL

TAKOMA PAHK

TRAVILAH

TUCMERMAN

TwINOROOK

5 113.5

3 114.3 4.40 4.46
5 112.8 6.60 6.25

3 103.5 3.50 3.76
5 106.9 5.80 5.73

3 118.4 5.00 4.72

5 116.3 7.20 6.56

3 109.4 1.80 0.14

5 108.7 6.10 5.69

3 115.0 4.50
5 114.6 6.30

3 111.9 4,30
5 109.7 6.40

4.50
6,41

4.30
5,98

3 108.3 4.20 4.07
5 111.9 6.70 6.17

: 3 108.5 4.00 4,08

5 110.9 6.30 6,08

, 3 107.5 3.80 4.02

5 111.8 5.60 6.16

3 101.6, 3.50 3.64 .

17'

104.5 3.80 3.83
111.9 5.90 6,17

3 110.1
5 114.4

3 107.7

4.20
6.50

4.19
6.39

3.70 4.03
5 106.1 5.60 5.66

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF

,DIFFER- ,AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
E#!CE LAND INCE LAND

GE NORM GE NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
INCE LAND

GE NORM

DTEFER-
ENCE

-.55 3.60 4.24 -.64 4.10 4.61 -.31 3.60 4.16 -.56

.58 5.10 4.50 .4.60 5.,40 , 4.87 +.53 4.80 4.39 4.41

4.31 6.40 6.10 4.30 6.40 6,32 4.08 6.46 6.26 4.14

-.33 3.60 3.90 -.30 5.90 4.28 -.38 3.40 3.R7 -.47

-.52 4.30 5.07 -.77 4.60 5.31 -.71. 9.70 5.30 -.60

-.04 4.00 3.92 4.08 4.30 \4.30 4.00 3.70 3.89 -.19

4.05 5.40 5.58 -.1/4 5.90 5.81 4.09 5.80 5.78 4.02

4.03 4.30 4.26 4.04 4.70 4.63 4.07 4.40 4.18 4.22

-.11 6,00 6.31 -.31 6.50 6.53 -.03 6.50 6.46 4.04

-.06 4.40 4.56 -.16 5.10 4.93 4.17 4.40 4.44 -.04

4.35 6.00 6.25 4.15 7.10 6.47 4.63 6.70 6.40 4.30

-.26 3.60 3.83 -.23 3.00 4.21 -.41. 3.50 3.81 -.31
4.07 5.80 5.75 4.05 5.90 5.98 -.00 6.00 5.93 4/.07

4.26 5.20 4.83 4.37 5.50 5.20 4.30 5.00 4.68 4.32

4.64 ,6.80 6-.54 4.26 7.20 6.77 4.43 7.10 6.68 4.42

-.34 3.80 4.25 -.43 4.40 4.61 -.21 3.90 4.16 -.26

4.21 6.00 5.90 4.10 6.10 6.13 -.03 6.00 6.08 -.08

4.00 4.30 4.60 -.30 4.60 4.98 -.IR 4.30 4.48 -.x8

-.11 6.10 6.40 -.30 6.30 6.62 -.32 6.30 6.55 -.25

4.00 4.30 4.40 -.10 4.20 ,4.77 , -.57 4.00 4.30 -.30

4.42 6.50 5.99 4.51 6.50 6.21 4.29 6.20 6.11. 4.04

4.13 4.30 4.15 4.15 4.90 4.53. 4.37 4,10 4.09 4.01

4.53 6.40 6.17 4.23 6.80 6.40 4.40 6.60 6.33 4.27

-.OA 4.00 4.17 -.17 4.10 4.55 -.25 4.00 4.10 -.10

4.22 6.00 6.09 -.09 6.00 6.31 -.31 6.20 6.25 #4.05

Ilt.,

-.22 3.80 4.10 -.30 4.20 4.48 -.28 3.90 4.05 -.15

-.56 5.70 6.16 -.46 6.00 6.39 -.49 6.00 6.32 -.32 ,

-.14 3.40 3.71 -.31 3.70" 4.09 -.39 3.60 3.70 -.10

-.03 3.70 3.90 -.20 4.00 4,28 -.20 3.A0 3.87 -.07'

-.27 5.60 6.17 -.57 6.00 6440 -.40 6.00 6.33 -.33

4.01 4.20 -.08 4.60 4.65 -.05, 4.10 4.20 -.10

4.11 6.20 -.18 6.70 6.61 4.09 6.30 6.53 -.23

-.33 3.70 I -.41 3.90 4.49 -.59 3.60 4.06 -.46

-.06 5.60 5.68 -.IA 5.60 5.91 -.31 4.90 5.87 -.97

TER/15, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 01 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE. SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE " DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

01
t) f

387



MONTGOMERY COUNTY (VIERS MILL WYNGATE)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY.AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*
4?0,

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
-.N,

- PERCENT PERCENT,----
MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL , AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT

GRADE SCHOUL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTERS DISAD- CDUCA- FAMILY
ORGAN' ENROLL STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCnmi

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATI0N WENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGLD MOTiIER Is)SCHOOL NAME II) 121 13) 141 451 16) 17) (8) 19) ,110) 111)* 112)

\\
VIERS MILL 607 19.4 95.1 29.3 2.0 9.9 11.3 33.6 3.4 12.3 121563

trt'

WASHINGTON GROVE K-6 578 19.9 94.3 , 27.0 2.0 10.7 23.5 41.4 0.9 12.7 15,816

WATKINS MILL K-6 549 21.5 95.0 24.5 1.0 10.5 16.9 31.4 1.6 14.0 18,418

WAYSIDE K-6 618 22.9 96.2 25.0 2.0 8.9 16.5 44.4 1.0 14.9 '29,462

WELLER ROAD K-6 588 20.6 95.3 26.5 2.0 13,0 13.4 38.6 3.8 12.5 15,961

WEST ROCKVILLE P-6, 558 17.2 94.1 30.5 2.0 9.5 17.0 29.2 6.6 12.5 14,351

WESTBROOK K-6 380 22.3 9 .7 16.0, 1.0 16.5 14.8 58.8 2.3 13.8 20,373

WESTOVER K-6 397 18.9 97.11. 20.0 1.0 12.9 26.0 47.6 2.1 13.2 22,123

WHEATON WOODS K-6. 596 19.2 95.7 29.0 2.0 13.9 20.0 43.5 3.0 12.5 14,984

WHETSTONE K-6 620 19.4 94.8 30.0 2.0 11.1 16.5 46.9 0.0 14.5 19,348

WHITTIER WOODS K-6 312 20.1 96.0 14.5 1.0 12.7 16.9 41.9 3.4 14.4 28,535

WILLIAM TYLER PAGE K-6 462 18.5 96.6 24.0 1.0 9.1 21.0 36.0 0.9 12.8 18,932

WOOD ACRES K-6 121 23.4 96.4 17.0 1.0 '12.7 10.0 50.0 3.5 14.3 25,225

WOODFIELD, P-6 360 21.0 95.6 16.1 1.0 15.5 20.0 55.5 6.2 12.2 12,876

WOODLEY GARDENS K-6 330 23.6 9$.5 13.0 1.0 8.0 16.8 28.6 1.4 14.0 18,059

WOODLIN K-6 276 22.1 95.8 11:5 1.0 12.8 122.0 46.0 1.7 12.7 16,404

WOODSIDE K-6 349 16.2 93.1 20.5 1.0 11.6 16.0 55.8 *8.21 k .5 13,934
/

WYNGATE K-6 440 19.1 96.1 22.0 1.0 13.1 32.0 30.4 1.2 13.9 21,097

SEE CHAPTER 3, SAGES 72-73, FOR .114&-PNITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (PIERS MILL WYNGATE)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORESt BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES* k

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS
$0

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL.

.SCHOOL NAME, GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

AVERAGE MARY-

GE IIg2

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE,

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

VIERS 4'ILL- 3 103.4 3.50 3.75 -.25 3.40 3.83 -.43 3.90 4.21 -.31 3.60 3.81 -.21
5 106.1 5.0 5.66 -.56 5.10 5.68 -.5A 5.40 5.91 -.51 5.20 5.87 -.67

WASHINGTON GROVE 3 106.1 3.80 3.93 -.13 3.80 4.01 -.21 4.30 4.39 -109 4.00 3.97 +.03
5 109.8 5.90 5.99 -.09 5.70 5.99 -.29 6.10 6.22 6.10 6.17 -.07

WATKINS MILL 3 107.7 4.40 4.03 4.37 4.30 4.11 +.19 4.50 4.01 4.10 4.06 4.04

5 111.4 6.40 6.09 4.31 , 6.40 6.10 +.30 6.30 6.32 -.02 6.40 6.26 4.14

WAYSIDE 3 111.94 4.50 4.30 +.20 4.60 4.40 +.20 5.00 4.77" +.23 4.40 4.30 4.10

5 110.8 6.50 6.07 4.43 6.20 6.08 4.12 6.40 6.31 +.09 6.60- 6.25 4.35

WELLER ROAD 3 105.3 4.00 3.88 4.12 4.00 3.95 +'.05 4.10 4.33 4.23 3.80 3.92 -.12

S 109.5 5.90 5.96 -.06 5.80 5.97 -.17 5.90 6.20 04.30 5.70 6.14 -.44

*WEST ROCKVILLE 3 105.8 3.60 3.91 -.31 3.70 3.99 -.29 4.00 4.37 -.37 3.70 3.95 -.25
0 5 108.2 5.90 5.84 4.06 5.90, 5.86 +.04 6.10 6.09 +.01 6.30 . 6.04 +.26

WESTBROOK 3 111.6 4.70 4.28 4.42 4.70 4.38 +.32 5.20 4.75 4.45 4.50 .28 +.22
5 114.5 6.50 6.4Q +.10 6.40 6.39 +.01 . 6.70 6.61 +.09 6.50 6.54 -.04

WESTOVER 3 114.0 4.50 4.44 4.06 4.50 4.54 -.04 ,, 5.20 4.91 +.29 4.60 4.42 4.18

5 110.4 6.70 6.04 +.66 6.40 6.04 4.36 7.00 6.27 4.73 6.60 6.21 4.39

WHEATON WOODS 3 104.1 3.90 3.80 4.10 3.90 3.87 4.03 4.20 4.25 -.05 4.00 3.85 +.15
5 107.8 5.50 5.81 -.31 5.50 5.82 -.32 5.90 6.06 -.16 5.70 6.01 -.31

WHETSTONE 3 108.0 4.10 4.05 4.08 4.10 4.13 -.03 4.60 4.51 4.09 4.20 4.08 4.12
5 111.5 6.40 6.14 +.26 6.20 6.14 4.06 6.30 6.36 -.06 6.30 6.30 ..do

WHITTIER MOODS 3 114.3 4.40 4.46 -.06 4.30 4.56 -.26 4.10 4.93 -.13 4.30 4.44 -.14

5 119.1 7.30 6.81 4.49 7.00 6.78 +.22 7.20 7.00 +.20 7.00 6.91 4.09

WILLIAM TYLER PAGE 3 111.1 3.90 4.25 -.35 4.10 4.34 -.24 4.30 4.72 -.42 4.00 4.26 -.26
5 112.1 6.10' 6.19 -.09 5.80 6.19 -.39 6.20 6.41 -.21 5.70 6.35 -.65

WOOD ACRES 3 114.7 4.80 , 4.48 +.32 4.90 4.58 +.32 5.20 4.96 4.24 4.40 4.46 -.06
5 118.01 6.90 6.71 +.19 6.80 6.69 4.11 7.10 6.91 +.19 6.90 6.82 +.08

WOODFIELD ' 3 111.0 4.0 4.24 4.26 4.60 4.34 +.26 5.20 4.71 4.49 4.50 4.25 +.25
S 115.1 6.70 6.45 +.25 6.80 6.44 +.36 7.10 6.67 +.43 6.90 6.59 +.31

WOObLEY GARDENS 3 105.6 4.20 3.90 +.30 4.20 3.97 4.23 4.70 4.35 +.35 3.90 3.94 -.04
5 114.8 6.50 6.43 4.07 6.60 6.42 4.15 6.90 6.64 +.26 6.80 6.56 +.24

WOODLIN 3 103.6
5 105,2

4.90
6.40

3.77
5.58

4.23
4.82,

3.90
6.30

3.84
5.60

+.06
+.70

4.30
6.10

4.22
5.84

4.08
+.26

4.00
6.30 g:1111 ::g

WOODSIDE 3 107.5 3.60 4.02 -.42 3.90 4.10 -.20 4.40 4.48 -.08 3.80 4.05 -.25
5 104.7 5.20 5.54 -.34 5.40 5.56 -.16 5.40 5.6o -.40 5.50 5.76 -.26

WiNBATE 3 115.6 4.60 4.54 4.06. 4.60 4.64 -.04 5.00 5.02 -.02 4.50 4.52 -.02
5. 115.5 6.70 6.49 +.21 6.70 6.48 +.22 6.A0 6.70 +.10 6.80 6.V2 +.18

0 . s'N.*

410

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITIDN OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK 01 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDA INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (SOUTHLAWN LELAND JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

,

k'L ... SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA'... FAMILY
ORGAN1- ENROLL- STAFF 41 TEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INEomk

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION WENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 111SCHOOL NAME ,
111 121 131 141 151 161 171 (81 (91 1101 1111 1121

SOUTHLAWN 5-8 °535 13.7 93.2 37.0 2.0 8.8 115.0 43.6 6.8 12.1 12,809

W H FARQUHAR 6 -8 975 16.6 941.2 55.6 3.0 v 9.6 18.73 40.9, 6.3 12.7 16,130

ARGYLE 7-9 813 15.6 94.4 50.0 2.0 7.2 12.3 40.4 3.8 12.8 34,784

BENJAMIN BANNEKER JR HIGH 7-8 641 16.9 95.9 36.0 2.0 8.7 18.0 47.4 4.0 NA NA

CABIN JOHN JR HIGH 7-9 1,057 17.8 96.5 56.5 3.0 7.7 3.11-r5---41.3-. 3.4 14.5 24,755

L,

COL E BROOKE LEE JR 7-4 894 16.5 95.1 51.01 3.0 8.7 18.2 42.6 2.8 12.8 17,250

COL JOSEPH BELT JR HIGH 7-9 1,042 16.5 93.8 60.Q 3.0 . 10.9 25.3 50.8 4.8 12.5 14,405

DAMASCUS SR HIGH 9-12 1,007 15.4 91.9 62.5 3.0 13.7 20.0 61.1 10.1 12.2 13,093

EARLC B WOOD JR HIGH 7-9 1,365 2.84 95.9 71.0 3.0 11.5 25.8 56.7 2.5 32.8 20,218

EASTERN:JR HIGH 7-9 907 16.5 94.1 52.0 3.0 12.7 20.8 45.5 5.1 12.6 14,245

EDWIN W BROOME JR HIGH 7-9 713 18.15 83.4' 48.0 1.0 10.0 23.5 42.9 4.2 12.4 13,070

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY JR HIGH 7-9 727 15.0 94.4 46.5 2.11 9'8 .`24.3 49.5 12.7 17,834

GAITHERSBURG JR HIGH 7-9 1,102 14.15 91.5 71.5 3.0 14.6 19.4 45.0 5.5 12.4 13,049

HERBERT HOOVER JR HIGH 7-9 965, 16.3 9,.4 56.0 3.0 9.9 18.3 49.1 0.5 13.9 21,542

7

JOHN T BAKER 7-8 569 13.2 95.2 41.0 2.0 10.7 22.5 44.2 S.7 12.5 13,081

Aims WEST JR HIGH 7-9 969 14.7 94.5 63.0 3.0 9.4 3,4.2 37.9 4.9 12.7 15,333

KENSINGTON JR HIGH 745 16.2 92.7 44.0 2.0 11.7 18.7 54.3 3.3 13.4 18,784

LELAND JR HIGH 7-9 721 18.15 94.1 43.5 2.0 9.9 21.5 45.1 4.0 13.7 20,048

I

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OE BATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (SOUTHLAWN LELAND JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

SOUTHLAWN

W H FARGUHAR

ARGYLE

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MANY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE NORM

5 103.9 5.00 5.46 -.46 5.00 5.49 -.49
7 101.7 6.30 6.92 -.62 6.50 6.93 -.43

7 107.0 7.50 7.50 .00 7.60 7.47 .13

7 106.2 7.90 7.41 .49 7.90 7.39 .51
9 111.8 9.70 9.64 .06 9.60 9.54 .02

BENJAMIN BANNEKER JR 7 106.1 7.150 7.40 .40 1.70 7.34 .32

CABIN JOHN JR HI 7 113.15 4.50 4.23 .27 8.40 4.15 .25
9 116.6 10.30 10.20 .10 10.00 10.14 -.14

COL E BROOKE LEE JR 7 106,4
9 109.4

COL JOSEPH.BELT JR H 7 104.5
9 106.1

8.10 7.43 4.67 7.40 7.41 1.39
9.70 9.36 .34 9.40 9.30 .10

7.30 7.22 .04 7.20 7.21 -.01
9.10 4.94 .12 8.90 4.92 -.02

DAMASCUS SR JR HIGH 9 104.7 8.40 8.82 -.02 8.90 8.76 .14

EARLE 8 4000 JR HIGH 7 113.5 8.40 4.20 .20 8.30 4.12 .18
9 119.7 10.00 9.94 .02 9.90 9.92 -.02

EASTERN JR HIGH 7 104.8 7.50 7.26 .24 7.40 7.24 .16
9 108.5 9.40 9.26 .14 9.40 9.20 .20

EDWIN 4 BROOME JR HI 7 109.7
9 108.6

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY JR 7 107.2
9 111.4

GAITHERSBURG JR HIGH 7 103.4
9 106.6

7.20 7.25 -.05 7.10 7.23 -.13
9.20 9.27 9.00 9.21 -.21

8.00 7.52 443 7.80 7.49 .31
1.00 9.59 .41 9.80 9.53 .27

7.30 7.15 .15 7.10 7.14 -504

4.00 9.04 -.04 8.90 15.915 -.08

HERBERT HOOVER JR HI 7 114.0 15.50 15.26 .24 8.40 8.17 .23
9 115.3 10.10 10.05 .05 10.00 9.99 001

JOHN T BAKER 7 108.5 7.20 7.66 -.46 7.30 7.62 -.32

JULIUS WEST JR HIGH 7 106.1 7.70 7.40 .30 7.70 7.34 .32
9 110.6 9.40 9.50 -.10 9.40 9.44 .04

.
.

KENSINGTON JR HI 7 108.6 8.30 7,47 .63 15.20 7.63 .57
9 110.7 10.10 9051 0..59 9050 9.45 .35

LELAND JR HIGH 7 115.8 8.90 8.45 .45 8.70 8.35 .35
9 115.0 10.50 10.01 .49 10.00 9.95 .05

MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

5.20 -.53 5.20 5.70 -.50
6.30 3:;; 6.150 7.14 -.315

7.70 7.53 .17 7.70 7.72 -.02

15.10 7.46 .64 4.20 7.64 .56
9.90 9.44 .46' 9.70 9.64 .06

7.30 7.45 -.15 7.80 7.63 .17

8.50 4.18 .32 '4.60 4.42 .115
10.00 9.92 .08 10.10 10.16 -.06

7.90 7.44 .42 4.00 7.66 034
9.50 9.20 .30 9.60 9.39 .21

7.40 .7.30 .10 7.70 7.46 .24
15.150 15.157 -.07 9.20 9.03 .17

8.70 8.73 ...03 9.20 4.44 .32

8.80 8.15 .65 8.70 4.39 .31
10.30 9.73 .57 10.20 9.96 .24

(

7.40 7.32 .08 7.80 7.49 .31
_9.50 9.11 .39 9.40 9.29 .11

0

7.40 7.31 .09 7.30 7.48 -.18

9.30 9.12 .18 9.00 9.30 -.30

7.90 7.55 .35 8.20 7.74 .4k
9.60 9.40 .20 9.80 9.60

7.30 7.23 .07 7.40 7.39 .01
9.00 15.91 .08 9.10 9.08 .02

8.80 8.20 .60 8.70 8.44 .26
10.40 9.79 .61 10.10 10.02 .00

7.50 7.615 -.115 7.70 7.157 -.17

7.70 7.45 .25' 7.70 7.63 .07
9.20 9.32 -.12 9.60 9.52 .08

4.30 7.69 r' .61 8.30 7.88 .42
9.90 9.33 .57 9.70 9.53 .17

8.80 8.37 .43 8.60 8.62 ...02

10.20 9.76 .44 9.80 9.99 -.19

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (40) ACCOMPANYING,"DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (MONTGOMERY HILLS JR HIGH WHITE OAK JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*
ik

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MFDIAN MEDIAN

F
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGF YEARS STAFF

GRADE
ORGANI-

SCHOOL
ENROLL-

PUPIL/
STAFF

RAW',
num-

TOTAL NO. ExPERIINCE MASTER'S
DEGREE

DISAD-
VAN-

EDUCA-
TION Or

FAMILY
INCOME

TEACNCR ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MINT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER ($1
SCHOOL NAME (11 (21 (31 (41 (51 (61 (11 (81 (91 (101 (111 (121

4,k

MONTGOMERY HILLS JR HIGH

MONTGOMERY VILLAGE JR HIGH

NEWPORT JR HIGH

NORTH BETHESDA JR HIGH

PAINT BRANCH

PARKLAND JR HIGH

POOLESVILLE SR JR HIGH

RANDOLPH JR HIGH

RE DL AND

ROBERT FROST 4

ROCKVILLE HIGH

'SENECA VALLEY HIGH

SHERWOOD SR HIGH

SLIGO JR HIRE

TAKOMA PARK JR HIGH

THOMAS S. WOOTTON JR HIGH

THOMAS M PYLE JR HIGH

TILDEN JR

WESTERN JR HIGH

WHITE OAK JR H H

7-9 B13 14.0 ,92.6 55.0 3.0 11.2 20.9 41.4 4.2 12.6

7-9 747 14.2 95.5 49.5 3.0 8.6 22.0 23.8 2.3 13)8

7-9 1,024 17.3 95.1 56.0 3.0 10.2 23.3 42.4 6.2 12.5

7-9 1,107 17.9 95.7 60.0 2.0 10.3 21.5 48.4 1.9 13.B

9-12 1,294 16.6 93.9 75.0 3.0 10.4 22.9 54.5 3.4 12.7

7-9 1.243 1T.0 94.0 T0.2 3.0 9.1 14.1 47.8 3.0 12.6

7-12 595 11.9 B9.2 47.7 2.0 12.7 20.0 47.7 10.9 12.0

/
7-9 720 14.9 93.6 47.0 2.0 7.7 20.9 34.7 3.4 12.5

7-9 999 16.9 95.0 56.0 3.0 8.0 23.7 41.5 /4:4 12.7

Al (... --

7 -8 942 16.2 96.6 56.0 2.0 8.6 21.0 39.7 2.0 13.4

9-12 1,372 16.9 93.4 79.0 2.0 11.6 21.5 58.0 5.5 12.

7-10 1,275 17.0 92.5 73.0 , 2.0 9.1 20.0 41.3 5.8 NA

9-12 1,192 16.2 91.3 70.5 3.0 11.1 12.0 4'44.9 7.4 12.7

7-9 1,085 16.2 94.0 64.0 3.0 11.3 22.8 37.3 3.1 12.6

7-9 807 0.7 91.7 56.0 3.0 9.2 11.7 40.7 7.4 12.5

9-12 1.606 16.9 93.8 97.0 3.0 11.1 16.7 53.0 2.4 13.4

7-9 1,265 17.8 95.4 68.0 3.0 10.1 15.8 35.2 2.7 14.5

774 736 16.7 95.6 42.0 2 10.6 24.5 48.4 0.6 13.1

7-9 823 16.5 95.4 48.0 , 2.0 12.5 24.0 37.0 2.3 13.9

7-9 1,125 17.3 95.4 6210 11.7 27.5 44.6 1.2 12.9

SEFrElf1lR 3, AGES 72-73, FOR
---

DEFIMTUDLOF TERMS AND SOURCES OF

392

TAPROVIDEP2IN THIS TABLE.

14,919

18,131

14,784

19,953

17,529

10,811

13,590

16,120

21..012

,,,,""15,184

NA

16.724

16,613

21,071

24,810

17,596

21.547

20,337
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY (MONTGOMERY HILLS JR HIGH WHITE OAK JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

MONTGOMERY COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSTLm

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS iA

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATH!" CAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

SAS GE NORM GE
LAND ENCE LAND FNCE LAND ENCE

GE
LAND ENCL.

NORM GE NORM NORM

MONTGOMERY HILLS JR 7 106.4 7.50 7.43 .07 7.40 7.41 -.01 7.50 7.48 .02 ' 7.50 7.66 -.16

9 106.6 9.20 9.04 .16 9.00 8.98 .02 9.20 8.92 .28 9.00 9.08 -.08

MONTGOMERY VILLAGE J 7 1U9.8
9 110.9

NLWPORT JR HIGH

8.10 7.80 .50 7.90 7.75 .15 7.90 7.80 A0 8.20
1"9.80 9.64 .26 9.70 9.40 .22 9.10 9.35 .35 9.80 9.151

7 103.1 7.20 7.07 .13 7.1°0 7.07 .03 7.20 7.16 .04 7.40 7.32 4.08

9 106.9 9.30 9.07 .23 9.10 9.01 .09 9.10 8.95 .15 9.30 9.12 .18

NORTH BETHESDA JR HI 7 115.5 8.70 8.42 .28 8.60 8.32 .28 9.00 8.70 8.59 .11
9 117.1 10.50 10.25 .25 10.20 10,20 .00 10.50 10.30 10.22 4.08

PAINT BRANCH 9 108.7 9.50 9.28 .22 9.10 . 9.22 -.12 9.00 9.13 -.13 9.20 9.31

PARKLAND JR HIGH 7 107.4 7.50 7.54 -.04 7.50 7.51 -.01 7.70 7.57 .13 7.70 7.76 -.06

9 108.9 9.20 9.30 -.10 9.10 9.24 -.14 9.30 9.15 .15 9.50 9.33 .17

POOLESVILLL SR JR 111 7 99.4 6.60 6.67 -.07 6.90 6.70 .20 6.50 6.81 -.31 6.90 6,94
-,5024

9 99.8_ 8.10 0.25 -.15 8.50 8.19 ..31 7.80 8.24 -.44 8.10 -

RANDOLPH JR HIGH

RLDLAole

ROBERT FROST

ROCKVILLE HIGH

7 103.9 7.10 7.16 -.06 7.00 7.15 -.15 6.40 7.24 -.34 7.20 7.40 -.20

9 105.3 8.70 0.89 -.19 p.60 8.82 -.22 $.40 8.79 -.39 8.70 8.94 -.24

7 107.7 7.80 7.57 4.23 7.80 7.54 .26 7." 7.60 .20 7.80 1 7.79 .01
9 108.2 9.10 9.22 -.12 9.10 9.16 -.06 8.90 9.08 -.18 9.20 9.26 -.06

7 111.5 8.20 7.98 #.22 8.10 7.92 .18 8.30 7.96 .39 8.40 8.18 .22

9 108.4 9.40 9.25 .15 9.40 9.19 .21 8.90 9.10 -.20 9.60 9.28 .32

SLNEcA VALLEY HIGH 7 103.9 7,60 7.16 064 7.50 7.15 .35 7.40 7.24 .16 7.70 7.40 .30
9 105.0 9.00 8.85 05 8.90 8.79 .11 070 8.76 -.06 8.80 8.91 -.11

SHERWOOD SR JR HIGH 9 105.1 9.20 8.86 .34 9.20 8.00 .40 0.90 8.90 . 8.92 -.02

1"'''

::::SLIGO JR HIGH 7 106.8 7.70 7.47 .23 7.70 7.45 .25 7.A0 .29 7.90 7.70 .20

9 109.0 9.20 9.32 -.12 9.10 9.25 -.15 9.10 9.16 -.06 9.40 9.54 4.06

TAKOMA PARK JR HI 7 101.5 6.70 6.90 -.20 6.90 6.91 -.01 7.10 7.01 .09 7.10 7.16 -.06

9 1o3,,8 8.50 8.71 -.21 8.20 8.65 -.45 8.70 8.64 06 8.50 8.78 -.28

THOMAS S WOOTTON JR 9 112.6 10.00 9.73 .27 9.90 9.67 .23 9.110 0.52 .11e1 I0.10 9.73 .37

THOMAS w PYLL JR HI 7 11 8.70 8:43 .27 8.60 0.33 4.27 8.60 8.35 .25 8.80 00 .20
16,6 10.50 10.20 .10 10.50 10.14 .16 10.50 9.92 .58 10.50 10.16 4.54

TILDEN JR 7 141.0 8.60 7.93 .67 8.40 7.87 .53 a*" 7.92 .88 8.70 8.13 .67
t i 9' 112.6 10.20 9.73 .47 10.00 9.67 4.33 10.30 9.52 .70 10.20 9.73 .47

r

WLST RN JR HIGH 7 10.1 8.78 8.05 .65 8.40 '7.98 .42 '8.58 8.02 00 8.40 8.24 tA16

9 115.5 10.50 10.07 .,43 10.10 10.01 .09 10.30 9.81 .49 10.10 10.04

WHITE OAK JR HIGH 7 112.7 8.20 8.12 4.08 8.10 p 0.04.. .06 8.20 8.08 .12 8.30 8.30 .00

9, 112.5 10.10 9.72
)6

9.90 9.66 .24 4.00 A 9.51 .59 9.80 9.72 00

ti

a,

C; t

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, PDX DEE1MITION P TERMS, EXPLANATION GIASTERISK 1.1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS h)R INTERPR-ETTNG4HE,',0 IFFERENEE" SCORES Plc. IDFD IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMEFT INFORMATIQN
ro

4.2.17 Prince George's County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Goals and Objectives

In Year I of the Maryland Accountability Program (MAP),
system level educational goals were established in conformity
with state level goals that had been established by the Maryland
State Department of Education. In yar II, school level objec-
tives that were in conformity with s stem level goals in reading,
writing, and mathematics wee established by 159 elementary
schools, 41 junior high schbols, and 18 senior high schools.
Schools were instructed tospecifyiin their objectives, what
the average student should have mastered by the end of the third

sixth, ninth, and twelfth grades. Thus,;, most elementary schools
were required to develop two sets of objectives, the junior high
schools one set and the senior high schools one set.

By April 1, 1975, all schools so diredted had developed

a maximum of ten objectives at their stipulated grade levels for
each of the syStem level educational goals. Supetvisory-personnel
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elreviewed'the objectiv , indicating to the sc4pols,as necessary,
the changes that were required ipthe objectives to make then con-
sistent with the system goals.' This process was pompleted by
June 15, 1975.

,e--

,During the 1975 -76 school yea , this §Chool system' will
undertake a frequency count of the objec ived to determine the de-
gree of their Commonality among the schools across the system.
Those objectives that are in common for the large proportion of the
system's schools will be'examined for their congruence with the
objectives measured by the'Idwa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). Such an
examination will result in the identification of those objectives
for which additional assessmen instruments will need to be 'obtained
or constructed in order to determine the extent to which they are
being achieved by the schools in this system,. The examination will
also identify those objectives that are speoific.to. particular schools,
and for which special assessment methods' will need to be constructed.
The frequency count of objectives and their examination for commonality
are expected to be completed by the end of the current school year in
order that plans for their assessment in the subsequent school year
oan be developed. .

Activities Undertaken in Response to the MAP Assessment
Results

A survey is to be made of all schools in the early part
of the current school year to determine which instructional activi-
ties, undertaken to remedy or overcome deficiencies in the instruc-
tional program indicated by the-assessment results of MAP Year I,
had a positive effect according to the assessment results of MAP
Year II. The survey will also ask the schools to list deficiencies
in the instructional program as indicated by the assessment results of
MAP Year,II. The results of the survey will be used in the current
school year to develop specific instructional activities designed
to assist the schools in overcoming identified deficiencies. As an
.extension to using the school average scores on the eight achieve-
ment tests in the Maryland Accountability Assessment Program to
identify effective instructional activities and deficiencies in the
instructional program, schools are to be supplied, as close to the
beginding of the school year as possible, with the proportion of
pupils correctly answering the set of items measuring each of the
subskills in three of the tests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. a

The three tests are reading comprehension, language usage, and
mathematics problem-solving. This Subskills Performance Profile is
expected to enable the schools to describe, more specifically than
would otherwise be possible, where the instructional program is
relatively effective, and where deficiencies may exist.
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B. Local Assessment Activities

,
In addition to the assessment activities of the Maryland

'Accountability Program, the following assessment activities are
conducted in the Prince George's County public schools':

Metropolitan Readiness Tests administered systemwide
at the beginning of the first grade in.order to obtain
measures of cognitive development .in,six basic areas
requisite to formal first grade acUAiities.

ITBS,Work-Study Skills tests, i.e., map reading, graphs
and tables, and use of reference materials, administered
at the beginning of the year at Grades 5 and 7 to diag-
nose pupils' deficiencies in the skills measured by,
these three tests. Classroom teaches are provided with
specific pupil responses to the sets of items covering
each skill.

Test administered at the end of the school year. in the
eleventh grade to measure student achievement in read-

y ing, language arts, general mathematics, science, .and
social studies.r

Two elementary schools in this school systeM4- Ridgecrest
Elementary and Riverdale Elementary -- are not covered by the'assess-
ment instruments of the Maryland Accountability Program. These
schools are two of-the six in the State of Maryland partici-
pating in the Maryland Alternative Accountability Project,,a project
initiated in 1974 by the Maryland State Teachers Association and
currently being coordinated by the Maryland State Department of
Education.

The project is pharacterized by close interaction between
the local school and its community, with respect to establishing goals
and objectives and assessing-pupil achievement toward the objectives.
In this second year of 'the project, the schools plans to c llect

;
assessment data pn their 'Pupils and report the results to he school
community and the qe ral pubjlic. .

C. Comments Accountability Assessment Results

Inspection Ofthe MAP assessment, results for Prince
,Geo ge!s County indicates that achievement levels are slightly
hig erin 1975 at Grades 3 and 5 than they were in 1974. Achieve-
me t levels at Grades 7/and 9 are slightly lower in 1975 than they

e in 1974 with Grade 7 showing a greater decrement than Grade 9.
T assessment results for the two-year period are to be examined

depth using afferences between observed and expected scores
p oduced by the Statewide regression analysis. Although stu-
ent aptitude along-was entered as the controlling variable in the

ttl
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O.

Year II regres'sion analysis, as-compared with student aptitude,
mother's education, and Median family income in the Year i repres-
sion analysis, accounting for student aptitude in the assessment of
achievement test results should permit identification of effective
and ineffective components in the instructional program with
greater confidence.

BecauSe Prince George's County introduced the use of
the Cognitive Abilities Test (nonverbal battery) in 1973, the 1975
fifth, seventh, and ninth grade scores may be inflated due.to a prac-
tice effect..2 This, in turn, may have resulted in an underestimate
of the school residual scores. There is soma evidence to suggest
that this, underestimate on the average,, may be as high as .2 of
a grade equivalent for all ITBS'subtests at these grade levels.

There'is every reason to state that the use of regres-
sion analysis, accounting as it does for factors related to
achievement over which tbs-school has no control, is a milestone
in assessing the effectiveness of instructional programs. The
Maryland State Department of Education is commended for adopting
this method of analysis and is encouraged to refine it further.

D. Program Modification Activities

Each school in this school system in which MAP assess-
ment instruments were administered, in the spring of 1974 informed
the parents of each .0upil, by mail, of the achievement levels ob-
tained on each of the tests. The achievement levels were reported
in a letter at the end of which the school'principal specified the
areas in which.greater effort would need to be placed, followed by-
a description of' the plans that would be undertaken. In the cur-
rent year, the 4echool will be surveyed with regard to the modifica-
tions that were made to improve instruction. The survey will seek

3 to determine which modifications had a positive effect, which did
not, and which areas of the program continue to need improvement.
Assessment results of instruments administered in the spring of
1975 will be Used to make these determinations.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

By the end of MAP Year II, schools had established
their objectives in reading, writing, and mathematics in conformity
with the school system's goals in these three areas. Adcording to
the Educational Accounta1ility Act, each school is expected to con-
duct a survey to determine the status of its pupils with respect
to its objectives. In order to conduct the status survey, assess-
ment instruments congruent with a school's objectives will need to
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be constructed.' It is assumed that at least two levels of instru-
ments will need to be constructed, i.e., one at the system-level
for those objectives that are found to be common for the large
majority of schools in the system, the other at the local School
level ifor those objectives .that are specific to a particular
school. Such assessment instruments will need to be constructed
to meet the requirements of reliability and validity. To construct
the instruments, as such, is beyond the present. resources of this
school system and, therefore, constitutes an unmet need.

F. General Comments

The.,establishment of school level objectives in this
school system required the expenditure of a substantial number of
man-hours on the part of a large number of people: There was also
a significant expenditure of fund to cover substitute teachers for
those teachers who were involved in the.development of objectives,
the typists who prepared typed copies of the objectives, and printing
services to reproduce the necessary number of copies. At the present
time, there is a serious concern in this school system over the
apparent lack'of'provigion at the state 1eVel for adequately follow-
ing through on the use-of the school level objectives. Some clari-
fication or description of possible provisions that may be forth-
=fling would be of interest.
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PRINCE GEoRG;IStOUNTY'

TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL CCMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCMOOL.REOURtES-PROFIVE*_

A. cOHHUNI_T7 CHARACTERISTICS.

,

13+

TOTAL
POPULATION

. (2)

MEDIAN'
FAMILY ,

INCOME

a (3)
,t;,

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED . o

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN.

688.107 .114.550 '. . 5.8

(4) v

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AOE'OR OLDER

(MEDIANSCHOOL YEARS)

(5) 4*

EDUCATIO4AL.LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL. YEARS)

1/.6
-

12.4 ,

,SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF tEPTEM)ER 19741

(4) .

-TOTAL r'
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT
...

' .

17)

AVERAfilE
TEAOHER
SALARY

I8)'

AVERAGE,SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORSINI

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

...- (10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

.,..151.210 112.995 $23.637 9.7 19.7

111)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE '

OR ABOVE

. (12)

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO .

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

26.0* 19.1 92.3:-

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

(0 TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(14)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCT/ON

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

111130.17 1831.76 73.6X $28.60

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
`ADMINISTRATION

(18) .

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)
-

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.54 *6.88 MI

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60..65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED la THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SWILL

(11

re/or

(21

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
t ... O.` 0',

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS

(41

NumEM
SCHOOLS

(51
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
(-4'1

,99,8

(61

FrANDARD
DEVIATION
(nl

lkli

173

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
1, )

Vgig ,
3,54

(81

STANDARD'
. DEVIATION

',l')
. ..

1.14

111====0::"..
(11

VOCABULARY

==
3

. 401140040040".0441003006P.

15/10913 9).96

5 12341 94.62 157 102.5 16.49 5,24 1,55

7 12487 92.94 41 104.3 16.68 6,75 .1.91

12322 q3.78 41 104.0

At "14'

17.21

' '

8.33

0411400W, 3.'

3,65

2.11
..! .

1.23
321

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

,:.,,f4140STCMIVIWT 1 ..1"41:jr*"44"1".11

, 94.16

*leiry
19913 157 99.8 16.13

5 12341 94.90 157 102.5 -16.49 5,32' 1,49

7 12487 93.26 41 1 . 16.68 6,79 1.82

9 12322 91.64 41

----

104.0 17.21 8,41 2.00

1 . oh

(3)

SPELLING

0 ,

.: ' ..160710'""illei.4401MIN
3 10913

;.. 4 .1001010fONIVP

93.91

0 '14141111011~Pi 04411~1
99.8 16.33

.414,01. i '.1

4.09 i

. 09.114" ?
3.42157

5 12341 94.64-
157 102.5 16549 5.52 1.79

7 12487 92.82 ' 41 104.3 16.68 6.77 2.14

9 12322 91.22 41 , 104.0 17.21 8.26 2.40

34)

'.;

CAPITAL-
1ZATION

3
.

10913 93.90 157 94.0
/=_,---

102.5

16.13 3.82 1.30

12341 94.53 157 .7. 16.49 .
-7-

5.30 1.69

12487 ' 92.62
.

41 104.3 16.68 6.60 2.07

9 12322
...

91.09 41 104.0 17.21 .31 2.33 o

(51

PUNCTUATION

3 10913 93.77

94.51

157

157

99. 16.13

102.5 16.49

3.41 1.42

1.645 12341

.....

5.34

7 12487 92.27 41 104.3 16.68 6.53 2,09

9
12322 90.67 41 104.0 . 17.21 8.10 2.33

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOU'ACES 6F DATA PROVIDED IN THIS MILE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILIT, IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMEF9T IN AVERAGE WADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTIMED)

SKILL
AREAS

(11

GRADE

12)

NUmIER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

14)

NUMIER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

15)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS1

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SDI

17)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

101

STANDARD
DEVIATION
, (SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

0

3 10913 94.00 157 99.0 16.13 3.94 1.32

5 12341 94.09 157 102.5
_

16.49 5.64 1.66

7 12407 92.10

90.72

41 104.3 16.60 7.05 2.04

9 12322 41 104.0 17.21 0.49 2.29

17)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

1 -

(fll .

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 10913 92.90 157 99,8 16.13 3.96 1.19

5 1241 93.70 157 102.5 16.49 5.47 1.49

7 12487 87.79 41 104.3

--,

16.68 6.80 1.82

Q

q 1 ??

10917

P4 cR

.14.2T
ir 1 4
.14.25

95.07

41

157

157

Intim 17.21

'"16:134*
Zoirift*A .. A Oft

8.36

Nti V 4,7444..

34.63

2.07

i

1.07.

5 - 12341 102.5 16.49 5.53 1.44

7 12407 92.30 41 104.3 16.60 7.20 1.75

9 12322 91.71 41 104.0 17.21 0.72 2.02

ti$1

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

.

_10913 94.24 157

__....._

99.0 16.13 3.59 1.07

5 12341 95.03 157 102.5 16.49 5.36 1.35

12407 92.03 41 104.3 16.60 6.89 1.72

9 G 12322
.

91.14 41 104.0 17.21 0.29 2.01

110)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

: .

3 10913 94.03 157 -1 99.8 16.13 3.64 .98

5 ,12341 94.85 157 102.5 16.49 5.47 1.32

12487 90.55 41 104,3 16.68

.

7,09 1.63

, 4; .

12327 89 41 Inti,n 17.2. 65 1.90
. lite:OWAA'%°. .4".41000010110MA. 4 A I 44444/14.4404/40

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES -61, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDER IN THIS TABLE.



R INCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

--(:5
TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1,973 1,974) +II TH

YEAR I I (1,974- 1,975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE

4

SCHOOL Y5AW

1973 - 1974

3

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

98,7 99,8

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

5

9

99.1 102,5

103,4 104,3

101.2 104,0

3

VOCABULARY 5

7

READING

COMPREHENSION

5

7

9

3,51 3,54

5,21 5,24

6,87 6.75

8,51 8,33

3,55

5,34

3,65

5,32

6,94 6,79

8,14 8,41

3

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

'5

7

9

3,86 3,96

5,34 5,47

6,97 6,80

8,46 8.36

3

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

5

7

9

3.61 3,64

5,45 5,47

7.30 7.09

8.68 8.55

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71. FOR DEFINITION Of TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YeARill ARC
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

(1 0
t)

4 04
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (ACCOKEEK - BOND MILL)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPILI DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE
,

MASTERS DISAD- (DUCA- FAKILY

OACANI ENROLL- STA(' ATTEN DEGREE VAN- HON OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.
ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE. tAGED MOTHER 14)

SCHOOL NAME 111 121 Ill (4) IS) 161 171 10) 19) 1101 (11) 112)
J

ACCOKEEK K-6 335 17.2 95.0 10.5 1.0 10.0 12.0 17.9 10.9 12.1 11,790

-";

ADELPHI K-6 605 19.0 96.1 20.5 2.0 6.3 20.5 22.9 7.9 12.6 12,6115

AF) K-6 514 21.4 94.3 23.1 1.0 I 0.5 17.0 14.5 2.2 12.4 9,960

(ANDREWS AIR FORCE EASE)

AGER ROAD K-6 462 19.4 95.2 22.0 1.0 9.0 30.0 14.7 4.5 12.2 11.122

ALLENWOOD K-6 312 10.3 96.5 16.0 1.0 7.5 10.0 52.9 3.5 12.6 56,483

APPLE GROVE K-6 510 19.0 97.2 26.2 1.0 10.4 26.0 17.6 4.6 12.E 13,645

ARDMORE K-6 566 20.6 96.7 26.5 1.0 7.7 19.1 14.5 5.4 12.4 13,425
. ,

ARROWHEAD K-6 676 21./ 09.0 30.0 2.0 0.3 14.5 36.6 7.5 12.2 14,063

/

AVALON K-6 402 20.1 45 23.0 1.0 10.2 24.0 5.4 4.0 12.4 14,401

(

)ADEN P3-6 455 20.0 91.0 20.9 1.0 10.5 24.0 10.9 12.5 11.1 9.547

PARHAM, MANOR K-6 490 20.0 96.3 23.5 1.0 7.0 19.0 44.9 2.5 12.6 12.906

BEACON HEIGHTS , K-6 427 20.0 94.3 19.5 1.0 11.6 10.0 26.0 3.9 12.3 11.002

BEAVER HEIGHTS K-6 437 10.9 94.7 22.1 1.0 9.9 40.0 20.1 9.0 12.1 11,496

k

BELTSVILLE K-6 663 . 19.1 97.2 32.0 2.0 14.6 26.5 21.5 1.8 12.4 13,623

.."1"
'i, BERKSHIRE K-6 S'IS 21.2 95.6 25.9 1.0 10.7 18.0 33.5 3.4 12.3 10.805

1..:

BERWYN HEIGHTS K-6 423 20.1 95.9 20.0 1.0 14.4 17.0 30.0 5.4 12.4 13,735

BLADENSBURG K-6 680 19.9 92.3 32.1 2.0 0.3 15.5 23.2 11.9 12.2 11,017

BOND MILL K-6 624 24.6 96.9 23.3 2.0 0.0 20.0 21.0 0.1 12.6 16,024

() )

Sge CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72:7S. FOR DEFINITION CIF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (ACCOKEEK BOO MILL)

TAIV_E 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSILM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COmPRLHEUSION LANGUAGE TOTAL HATHERATTCAL TOTAL

AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DTFFiR-
LAND LNCL LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

SCHOOL, NAP%

ACCOKEEK

ADELPH1

APB

AGER ROAD

ALiENwOOD

APPLE GROVE

ARORORE

ARRONHLAD

AVALON,

BADEN

BARHAM' MANOR

BEACON HEIGHTS

BEAvEH HEIGHTS

BELTSvILLE

BERKSHIRE

DOWN HEIGHTS

BEAOEUSWHO

60440 HILL

GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

3 97.7
5 104.3

3 97.0
5 90.4

3 101.2
5 104.4

3 103.7
. 5 100.3

3 107.1
5 114.2

3 106.3
5 100.7

3 102.8
5 103.9

3 99.0
5 101.4

3 90.0
5 101.7

3 93.4
5 90.7

3 97.6
5 104.9

3 92
5 1

95.6
5 101.8

3 106.0,
5 100.5

3 93.7
b 100.4

-,..

3 99.1
5 91).4

3 96.1
5 99.4

3 109.1
5 109.1

AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

GE NORM

3.90 3.39
5.56 5.50

3.48 3.34
5.01 4.95

3.58 3.61
5.62 5.51

3.50 3.77
4.94 5.15

4.03 3.99
6.33 6.37

4.24 3.04

5.54 5.09

3.70 3.72
5.37 5.46

3.54 3.47
5.32 5.24

3.33 3.41

5.14 5.27

3.07 3 I

4.37 .30

3.3 3.38
5 1 5.55

3.05 3.07
4.69 5.10

3.22 3.25
4.96 5.20

3.97 i 3'.32

5:17 5.16

3.10 3.13

4.90 5.16

3.47, 3.48
ROT- 4.90

3.07 . 3.28
4.64 5.07

4.21 4.12
6.10 45.92

FOR DEFINITION OF

OlFrr8-
Ear-

4.51
.0f,

4.14
.03`

-.01
.11

4.03
-.71

.04
-.04

.1n
-05

-.07
-.09

.07

.ns

-.00
1 -.13

-.04
.07

-.87
-.14.

-.02
-.49

-.03
-02

. '

.05

.01

-.03
-.26

-.01
-.09

-.21

-.43

.0"

.26

TERMS,SEE CHAPTER 3 PAGES 74 -75,

3.96 3.44 .52 4.71

5.32 5.53 -.21 5.60

3.45 3.40 4.05 3.76
, 5.10 5.03 4.15 5.21

3.84 3.68 4.16 3.93
5.67 5.54 4.13 5.52

3.77 3.05 -.08 4.01
5.00 5.19 -.19 5.17

3.90 4.07 -.17 4.20
6.40 6.37 .11 6.01

4.23 4.02 .21 4.57

5.52 5.90 -.3R 5.65

3.66 3.79 -.13 4.70
5.30 5.49 -.19 5.56

3.71 3.53. .10 4.02
5.24 5.20 -.04 5.36

3.32 3.46 -.14 3.48

5.37 5.31 .06 5.42

3.15 3.16 -.01 4 3.49
4.71 4.38 .33 4.63

3.40 3.44 4.04 4.12
5.30 5.50 -.20 6.04

3.10 3.12 -.Q2 3:52
5.10 5.22 -.12 4.05

3.30 3.30 .00 4.00
5.34 5.32 4.02 5.55

4.12 A.00 .12 4.46
5.35 5.21 4.14 5.07

3.23 3.10 .05 3.75
'4.02 5.70 -.38 5.21

3.66 3.54 4.12 3.90
4.81 5.03 -.22 4.93

3.00 3.34 -.26 3.79
4.71 5.11 -.40 5.01

4.56 4.11 .35 4.73
6.20 5.93 4.31 6e94

:J5 1

3.83 .30 3.89

5.76 -.08 5.52

\

3.78 -.02 3.54
5.27 -.06 5.18

4.06 -.13 3.74
5.77 -.25 5.56

4.23 -.22 3.90
5.43 -.26 . 5.00

4.45 -.25 4.14
6.59 .22 6.78

4.40 .17, 4.24

6.13 -.48 ,5.64

4.17 .03 3.5.7

5.73 .13 5.32

3.92 4.10 3.58
5.52 -.16 5.50

4
3.05 -.37 3.40
5.55 -.23

.

5.49

3.54 -.05 3.17
4.63 00 5.09

3.02 .30 3.44

5.81 4.23 5.68

3.50 .02 3.20
5.46 -.61 5.34

3.69 4.31 3.49
5.55 .03 5.60

4.38 .00 , 3.99
5.45 -.38 5.21

3.56 -.31 3.20
5.44 -.23 5.23

3.92 .06 3.55
5.27 -.34 4.00

3.12 4.07 3.31

5.35 -.34 4.73

4.59 4.14 4.31

6.16 4.08 6.17

3.48 .41
5.73 -.4.21

3.44 .10
5.26 -.08

3.65 4.06
5.74 -.18.

3.83 4.07
5.41 -.41

4.02 '4.12

6.52 .26

3.98 4.26
6.05 -.44

3.77 -.20
5.70 -.38

3.55 .03
5.50 :00

3.50 -.02
5.52 -.03

3.23 ..06
4.64 .45

3.47 -.03
5.70 -.10

3.19 4.01
5.44 -.10

3.36 .13
5.53 07

3.96' .03
5.42 -.21

3.25 -.05 -

5.42* -.19

3.56 4-.0
5.26 =-. -.36

3.39
5.34

-45
-.61

4.14 .17
6.11 4.06

EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 041 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL- INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE " DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRIN!E GEORGE'S COUNTY (BRADBURY HEIGHTS COLLEGE PARK)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DECREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER It)SCHOOL NAME (1) (21 (3) (4) (5) (6) 171 (8) (91 (101 (111 (121

BRADBURY HEIGHTS 479

BRANDYWINE K -6. 599

BRENTWOOD PRE K -6 261

BUCKINGHAM K-6 500

CALVERTON K-6 691

D

CARP SPRINGS 475

CAPITOL HEIGHTS PRE K -6 520

CARMODY HILLS PRE K -6 520

CAROLE HIGHLANDS K -6 553

CARROLLTON 8-6

CATHERINE T REED K-6

CHAPEL FORGE K-6

CHEROKEE 1(.6

CHESTNUT HILLS K-6

CHEVERLY TUXEDO K-6

CHILLUM K -6

CLINTON GROVE K-6

558

614 20.2

20.4

19.9

18.0

20.8

20.3

.

17.5

22.3

20.5

23.4

21.2

19.2

619 20.9,

543 19.4

323 ° 19.9

502 21.3

605 22.2

COLLEGE PARK 255 17.0

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72..73, FOR DEFINITION OF

93.9 22.5 1.0 9.3 21.0 20.4 9.5 12.3 111038

95.2 28.1 2.0 11.5 20.3 22.5 5.6 12.1 12.044

85.9 13.5 1.0 10.1 10.0 17.2. 4.5 11.2 9.391

96.1 23.0 1.0 8.9 33.0 29.2 2.9 '12.7 15.859

96.8 32.1 2.0 13.3 23.9 38.1 3.0 12.6 131.2534

97.2 26.2 1.0 13.5 19.0 40.4 4.5 12.4 14.403

93.7 it 21.7 2.0 13.3 23.0 29.2 6.9 12.1 11.163 °

.194.9 23.3 2.0 9.4 10.3 34.7
'1,

5.8 12.3 13,512

94.6 22.6 1.0 8A. 17.0 22.9)1 3.9 12..4 12,407

96.0 21.5 1.0 12.0 19.0 16.9 2.8 12:4 13.973

95.0 27.1 2.0 8.6' 19.0 17.2 6.3 12.4 12.039

96.3 28.4 2.0 11.6. 184 35.9 1.15 12.8 15,483

95.5 27.5 2.0 12.1 18.3 33.2 1.7 12.6 15,504
.

95.5 26.0 2.0 9.8 2740 17.9 2.2 12.4 13.415

95.5 15.2 1.0 15.2 20.0 27.8 1.1 12.6 15,512

i

96.5 22.5 1.0 8.6 21.8 17.0 2.4 12.3, 11.250

116

96.4 25.3 2.0 8.5 15.8 21.2 3.5 12.2 12.957

kr,
96.2ft 14.0 3.0 10.6 14.0 40.0 4.7 12.8 14.081

'! (1 r
1.4701.

TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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4

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (BRADBURY? HEIGHTS COLLEGE PARK)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE'GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
.KILL,AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

pRitica GEORGES COUNTY
SCOOL SyStLm

SCHOOL NAME

VOCABULARY

SKILL AREAS

READING ComvRENENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFF01- AVERAGE ARy- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- 0IFFER-

LAND Er CE LAND ENCE LAND

SAS GE NORM OE NORM GE NORM GE
LAND ENCE
NORM

IIRADBURy IItIGHTS 3 97.8 3.13 3.39 -.76 3.43 3.45 -.02 3.93 3.84 4.09 3.48 -.01 -

5 103.1 4.7S 5.39 -.64 4.05 5.43 -.5A 5.49 5.66 -.17 4 07
\

5.63 -.66

aMANDYKINE 3 994 3.64 3.50 .14 3.76 3.56 4.20 3.56 3.95 -.09 3.60 3.50 4.02

5 102.1 5.30 5.51 .07 5.52 5.54 .15 5.67 5.58 4.09 5.59 5.55 4.04

8RENTM000 3 79.1 2.61 2.19 4.42 2.50 2.20 4.35 2.74 2.59 4.15 2,91 2.40 4.51 -

5 93,2 4.16 4.52 -.36 4.34 4.59 ' -.25 4.39 4.84 -.45 4.85 4.04 4.04

aUCKINGNAm 3 -105.3 3..99 3.88
5 110.1 5.80 6.01

CALvERTCtu.

CAMP SPRINGS

3 106.9
5 111.0

4.21

01 3.97 3.95 4.02 4.23 4.33 -.10 3.88 3.92

-.13 5.96 6.02 -.06 6.41 6.25 4.16 5.83' 6.19 -.3G

8 4.23 4.39 4.06 .33 4.40 4.44 ...04 .4.05 4.01 4.07

5.90 6.16 -.15 6.00 . 6.16 -.05 6.23 6.39 -.16 6.39 46.32 4.07

3 99.0 3.86 3.52 4.34 3.63 3.60 4.04 3.53 3.97 -.14 3.72 3.60 4.12

5 100.2 5.14 5.14 4.00 5.14 5.10 -.04 5.13 5.42 -.29 5.26 5.40 ..,14

CAPITOL HEIGHTS 3 97.1 3.72 3.35 4.37 3.90 3.40 4.50 4.10 3.79 4.31 3.56 3.44 /442
5 95.5 4.90 . 4.99 -.01 5.39 5.04 .35 5.10 5.20 .10 5.08 '.27 -.19

CARMOOY HILLS 3 100.4 3.42 3.56 3.49 3.62 -.13 4.13 4.01 4.12 3.57 3.64

5. 97.9 4.07 4.93 4.71 4.99 --.20 5.00 5.23 -.23 5.02 5.22 -.20

CAROLE HIGHLANDS

CARROLLTON 4

CATHERINE T REED

CHAPEL FORGE

CHEROKEE

CHESTNUT HILLS

CHEvERLy TUXEDO

CHILL(04

CLINJON GROVE

COLLEGE HARK

3 102,1 3.55 3.67 -.12 3.95 3.74 4621 4.19 4.12 .07 3.67 3.73 -.06

5 100,4 4.74 5.16 -.47 4.67 5.20 ...53 5.23 5.44 -.21 4.95 5.42 '.44.

3 100.1 3.80' 3.54 .26 3.90 3.60 4.41 3.99 4.42 3.78

5 109.7 5.65 5.98 .33 5.61 5.99 46 6.21 4.25 5.98
3.62 '4.15

..
6.16 ...10

3 90.0 3.394 3.41 -.02
5 102.0 5.19 5.30 -.11 5.31 5.33 9.28 5.57 -.29 5.47 5.54

5,40 3.46 4.02 3.50 3.85 -.05 3,37 3.50 -.13

3 103.5 3.91 3.76 4.15 4.12 3.03 4.29 4.09 4.21 -.12 3.97 3.01 n.16

5 113.6 6.44 6.32 4.12 6.50 6.32 4.18 6.50 6.54 4304 6.45 6.47 -'Q2

3 103.0 3.73 3.73 4.00 3.79 3.00 -.01 4.15 4.10 -.03 3.98 3.79 4.19

106.8 5.45 5.72 ...24 5.79 5.74 4.05 5.71 5.97 -.76' 5.81 5.93 -,12

3. 100.4
5 105.7

3 101.2
5 104.7

4.04 3.56
5.67 5.62

3.74

4.46 .4.10 3.62 4.4A 4.10' 4..01 4.29 3.93 3.64 4.29
4.05 5.51 6.66 -.14 5.70 5.80 44%18 5.73 5.84 -.11

3.61 4.11

5.37 5.54
4.10
5.83

3.65
5.56

.42

.27
4.53 4.0'6

6.09 5.80
.47
.29

4.02 3.68
5.96 5.76

,34
,20

3 94.0 3.32 3.15 .17 3.30 3.20 .10 3.71 3.50 .13 3.47 3.26 .21
b 100.3 4.71 5.15* ...44 5.03 5.19 -.16 5.12 5.43 -.31 5.18 5.41 -.23

3 106.6 302 3.96 -.24 4.04 4.04 .00 4.24 4.42 .".16 3.64 3.99 .15
5 107.3 5,25 5.77 ...52 5.27 5.70 -;61 5.45 6.01 ..116 5.42 sm -.55

3 106.7 4.15
4.43 -.22 3.663.97 4.10 3.07 1.4.0r4 -.In 4.pi 4.00 -.14

5 103.9 6.03 5.46 .57 6.07

G
4.58 6.11 6.73 .38 5.89 5.70 4.19

.11

4 He CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74475, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (40 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROvIDEDJN THIS TABLE.
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)

PRINCE GEORGE'S:UUNTY .(COLMAR MANOR FRANC]S 1 EVANS)

.TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -7 COMMUNITY AND ,PUBLIC SCHOWRESOURCES PROFILf*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AA/FRAGE AVERAGE _KARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY. TOTAL NO. ExpERpratt- MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN - DEGIKEE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHERADMIN.MENT' RATIO DANCE ORsAYOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL. NAME 1.10j (2) (3) (4) (5). (6) (7) (8)4 (9) (10) (11) (12)

, COLMAR MANOR

COLUMBIA'PARK

CONCORD

COOPER LANE

CREST.VIEW '

DISTRICT HEIGHTS

DODGE PARK

DOSWELL E BROOKS

DOUGLASS'

EDGAR ALLAN POE

EDMONSTON

FORESplIGHTS

FORESTVILLE

FORT FOOTE

FORT WASHINGTON FRST

FOX HILL

FRANCIS T EVANS

t-6 '386 21.3 93.1 17.1 1.0 8.1 23.0 1,6.6 7.5 11.1 ' 10,919

PRE K-6 578 20.7 89.5 26.0 2.0 8.8 16.1 14.1 4.1 12.3 12,106

K-6 590 20.5 96.7 26.8 2.0 . 10.1 30.0 17.4 7.4 12.1 10,895

K -6 478 21.0 95.8 21.8 1.0 8.0 27.0 15.3 'Z.E 12.3 13,266

'K-6 495 21.7 96.6 '21.8 1.0 11.9 9.0 13.1 1.5 12.3'' 13,814

3-6 360 19.0 94.4 1'7.9 1.0
4

8.8 30.0 5.3 7.5 12.2 10,815

K-6 609 20.5 91.4 27.7 2.0 7.7 19.8' 25.3 7.6 12.2 9694

606 22.4 94.0 25.0 2.0 7.3 31.0 27.8 9.2 12.2 10,159
11111.4,

PRE K -6 298 17.5 96.4 16.0 1.0 13.6 13.0 13.2 12.3 13,669

, K-3 420 22.2 97.0 17.9 ,, 1.0 7:3 25.9 20.6 6.2 12.3 12,088

K-6

e

263 18.8 54.5 13.0 1.0 15.4 16.0 14.3 8.2 11.7 11,215

K -6 373 18.1 97.0 4 19.6 1.0 10.9 15.6. 3111
y.

2.8. 12.4' 13,429

K-6 488 21.3 96.7 21.9 1.0 9.6 ..16.0 35.7 5.0 12.3 12,354.

K-6 470 19.9 94.6 22.06 1.0 12.9 30.0 22.0 7.2 12.2 10,772

1(-6 422 21.3 94.5 18.8 1.0 13.1 24.0 20.2 5.4 12.5 14,261,

569 19.5 97.0 27.1 2.0 8.1 15.1 17.2 2.6 12.6 15,561

K-6 439 20.9 93.9 20.0 1.0 13.1 18.0 18.1 4.6 12.6 15,506

K -6 604 20.8 96.0 28.1 1.0 9.2 25.0 29.3 3.5 12.3 10,931

SEE CHAPTER 3, ;'AGES 72 -73, FOF(DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED 1N-THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (COLMAR MANOR -''FRANCIS T EVANS)

TABLE SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY

SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD. AGE SCORES*

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSILM

VOCABULARY

, SKILL AREAS

READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATNANIAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAPA GRADE AVERAGE

SAS

PkVERAGE

GE'

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE %

GE

MARY-
LANG
NORM

OIFFER+ AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY."
LANG
NORM

OFFER+
ENCE

COLMAR MANOR 3 95.8 2,86 3.26 -.40 2.95 3.32 -.37 3.23' 3.70 +.47 3.06 3.37 +:31

5 93.3 4.65 4.53 +.12 4.69 4.60 +.09 4.51 4.84 -.33 4.77 4.85 +.08

COLUMBIA PARK 3 .038,3 3.21 2.78 +643 2.88 2.81 +.07 3.38 3.21 +.17 3.10 2.93 +.17

5 100.5 4.85 5.16 ,'...3!, 4.95 5.21 -.26 5.15 5.45 -.30 5.10 5,42 +.32

CONCORD 3 96.6 3.58 3.32 #026 3.46 3.37 +.09 ' 4.39 3.76 +.63 3.40 3.41 +.01.

5 94.9 4.89 4.67 +.22 5400 4.73 +.27 5.38 4.98 .4.40 5.23 4.90 +.25

4 ,r /

COOPER LANE 3 102.5 3.47 3.70 -.23 3.71 3.77 -.06 4.26 4.15 141 3.69 3.76 +.07

5 98.8 4.79 5.01 -.22 5.28 5.06 +.22 5.34 5.30 +.04 5.32 5.29 +.03

CRESTVIEW 3 106.5 3.91. 3.95 +.04 4.27 4.03 +.24 4.44 4.41 +.03 4.09 '3.99. +.10

5 104.8 5.69 5.54 4.15 5.91 5.57 +.34 5.02 5.81 +.01 5.95 5.77 +.18

.

DISTRICT HEIGHTS 3 97.6 3.17 3.30 -.21 3.23 3.44 -.21 3.75 . 3.82 -.07 3.37 3.47 -.10

5 101.3 4.78 5.23 -.45 4,91 5.27 +.36 5.03 5.51 +...48. 5.24 5.49 -.25 °

. 4

DODGE PARK 3 93.7 2.73 3.13 +.40 2.88 3.18 7.30 3.25- 3.56 -.31 2.90 3.25 -.35

5 92.3 3.93 4.44 -.51 4.18 4.51 '.33 . 4.40,' 4.76 +.36 4.61: 4.77 -.16

!

DOSWELL E BROOKS 3 97.8 3.32 3.39 +.07 3.49 3.45 +.000 3.64 3.84 -.20 3.37 3.48 -.11

5 97.8 4.67 4.93 -.26 4.71 4.98 -.27 4.65 5.22 -.37 4.62 5.21 -.59

.1

DOUGLASS 3 101.0 3.77 3.60 -.43 3.43 3.67 +.24 3.90 4.05 -.15 3.38 3.67 -.29

5 96.7 4.41 4.83 -.42 4.38 4.89 +.51 4.55 5.13 -.50 4.93 5.12 -.19

EDGAR ALLAN POE 96.6 3.31 3.32 +.01 3.30 3.37 +.07' 3.70 3.76 +.06 3.26 3.41 -.15

EUMONSTON 3 90.2 3.02 2.90 +.12 2.88 2.94 +.06 3.20 3.33 -.13 3.07 3.04 +.03

5 91.2 4.50 4.34 #.16 4.55 4.42 +.13 4.44 '4.67 -.23 4.66 4.68 -.02

PLINTSTONE 3 101.0 3.33 3.60 -.27 3.42 3.67 -.25 3.94 4.05 -.11 3.61 3.67 -.06

5 105.2 5.54 5.58 +.04 5.71 5.60 '4.11 6.11 5,84 +.27 6.06 5.80 +.26

FOREST HEIGHTS 3 97.4 3.24 3.37 -.13 3.45 3.42 +.p3 3.57 '3.81 +.24 3.,34 3.46 -.12

5 94.7 4.12 4.65 -.53 4.57 4.72 -.15 , 4.46 4.96 +.50 4.77 4.96 +.19

FORESTVILLE 3 96:7 3.14 3.32 +.18 3.08 3.38 +.30 3.27 3.76 +.49 3.24 8.42 +.18

5 97.3 4.43 4.68 , +.45 4.43 4.94 -.51 4.57 5.18 +.61 5.03 5.17 +.14

.0.

FORT FOOTE 3 44.6 3.27 '3.19 +.00 3.39 3.24 +.15 3.43 3.62 +.19 3.25 3.30. +.05

5 99.9 5.17, 5.11 +.06 5.24 5.16 +.08 5.44 5.40 +.04 5.28 5.38 -.10

FORT WASHINGTON FRST 3 109.9 4.12 4.17 -.05 4.45 4.26 +.19 4.83 4.64 +.19 4.12 0047$9 -.07

5 110.6 5.91 6.06 -.15 5.92 6.06 +.14 5.90 6.29 +.39 6.05 6.23 +.18

FOX HILL 3 107.9 4.16 . 4.04 4.12 4.64 4.13 +.51 4.63 4.51 +.12 4.24 4.07 +.17

b -109.4 5.71 5.95 +.20 5.94 5.96 -.02 5.96 6.19 -.23 5.99. 6.13 -014

FRANCIS T EVANS 3 47.4 3.62 3.37 +.25 3.93 3.42 '' +.51 4.06 3.81 +.25 3.76 3.46 +.30

5 104.6 5.66 5;53 .+.13 5.71 5.55 +.16 6.15 5.79 +.36 6.03, 5.75 +.28

SEE CHAPTER 30-PAGES 74 -75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK' (40 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (GAYWOOD - J ENDS RAY)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFFGRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILYORGANI- ENROLL-. STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- T1ON OF INCOMETEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

ZATION MEN3 RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (SISCHOOL NAME 11) - (2) (3) (4.1 15) (6) 17) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

GAYWOOD K6 443 20.2 94.4 20.9 1.0 9.3 8.0 47.9 5.6 12.4 12,894

ft

GLASSMANOR 431 21.8 93.9 18.7 1.0 8.7 25.0 2.5. 6.9 12.4 11,447

GLENARDEN WOODS 377 18.9 95.9 19.0 1.0 8.4 8.5 20.0 5.3 12.4 12,385

GLENN DALE K -6 420 20.3 95.4 19.7 1.0 12.0 14.0 11.6 7.n 12.4 13,229
4

GREEN VALLEY K.^6 459 '21.3 95.1 20.5 1.0 9.7, 12.0 32.5 1.7 12.3 12,608

GREENBELT K^6 464 15.8 91.0 28.4 1.0 8.9 29.0 39.1 11, 5.8 12.6 12,404

GREENBELT NORTH END K -6 516 -22.8 95.2 21.6 1.0 8.1 26.0 30.5 4.2 12.5 11,626

HAPPY ACRES K -6 266 18.7 96.7, 13.2 1.0 9.1 19.0. 10.6 s.i 12.4. 13,918
11

HARMONY. HALL 1(.-6 654 18.0 96.6 34.3 2.0 7.8 25.5 19.3 4.1 12.6 16,111

HEATHER HILLS K-q, 391 21.4 96.2 17.4 1.0 12.2 13.2 29.5- : 4.1 12.6 14,960

HENRY G FERGUSON PRE K -6 474 20.1 94.7 22.5 1.0 9.0 24.9 10.6 5.2 12.0 11,098

HIGH BRIDGE

s

K -6 445 15.6 0,8.0 27.4 1.0 10.9 20.0 31.4 5.5 12.4 13,166

HILLCREST HEIGHTS K-6 488, 20,0 914,9 23.4 1.0 16.3 14.0 16.4 9.7 12.1 11,421

HOLLY PARK K -6 257 8.3 95.1 29.8 1.0 9.7 9.6 30.2 6.3 12.2 12,379

HOLLYWOOD 451 19.4 96.3 22.2 1.0 11.1 28.0 38.8 4..9 12.2 12,791

HYATTSVILLE 566 21.8 89.1 24.0 2.0 11.8 26.0 29.6 9.2 12.1 11,338

INDIAN QUEEN K-e. 526 23.4 97.5 21.5 1.0 7.0 18.0 37.8 NA NA a. NA

J ENOS RAY K-6 388 19.8 95.8 18.6 1.0 . 13.8 27.0 25.5 6.5 12.3 10,992

SE! CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION
OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TAAILE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (GAYWOQD - J EN/OS RAY)

,TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEV L SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT'SCIORES4IBY

,,SKILL ARE COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL%

AVERAGE ANDARD AGE SCORES*
PRINCE GEOR6t5 COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS
'44

VOCABULARY READING CuMFREliENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

LANE) ENCE
MARY- 0 DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-, DIFFER-

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AV RAGE MARY- DiFFFR- AVERAGE
LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

GE NORMSAS GE NORM . GE NORM GE NORM

GAYW000

GLASSMANOR

GLENAROEN W0005

GLENN DALE

GREEN VALLEY

GREENBELT

3 96.5
5 100.0

96.3
97.6

3.35

3.21 \\
4.56'

'3.31 +.44 3.46 3.36 +.10 3.95

5.12 +.14 5.19 .9.17 +.02 5.28. 5.40 -.12'
3.75 +.207

3.30 -.04 3.48 3.35 +.13

4.91 -.35 4,81 4.96 -.15

3 92,4 3.65 3.05 +.60 3.50

5 100.3 5.50 5.15 +.35 5.19
3.09
5.19

3.66 3.41e
5.46 5.38

+.25
+.08

3.56 3.74 ..1 3.41 3.40 +.01

4.88 5.20 -.3 4.92 '5.19 -.27

+.41 3.69 306 ,
+,.00 5.33 5,43 -.1

3 104.0 3.66 ,3.79 -.13 3.78 3.67 -.09 4.24 4.25

5 103.2 5.44 5.40 +.04 5.32 5.44 -.12 5.37 5.67
- .
- .

3,43 3.17
5.27 5.41

3.63 3.64
5.45 5.64

+.26

-401

-.19

3 99.2 3.62 3.48 #.14 3.46 3.54 -408 4.07 3.93 +.141 3.67 3.57 +.10

5 100.2 4,80 5.14 -.34 4.60 5.18 -.38 4.62 5.42 -.60 4.96 5.40 -.44

A
4

3 96.7 2.95, 3.32 -.37 3.12 3.36 -.26 3.32 3.76 -.44 3.30 3.42

5 103.0 4.99 5.39 -.40 5.42 5.42 +000 5.01( 5.65 -.64 5.42 5.62
+.1,2

GREENBELT NORTH END 3 89.9 :' 2.89 2,88 +.01 2479 2.92 -.13 3.04 3.31 -.27 ,"3.03 3.03 +.00

5 100.1 4.82 5.13 -.31 5.02 5.17 -.15 5.16 5.41 -.23 $.22 5.39 -.17

,..

HAPPY ACRES 3 101.9 3.90 3.66 +.24 4.07 3.73 +.34 4.05 4.11 +.84 4 39 3.72 +.67

5 96.5 5.10 4.99 +.11 5.20 5.04 +.16 5.76 5.26 4.48 5 66 5.27 +.39

HARMONY HALL 3 105.9 4.23 3.92 4.31 4.36 3.99 +.37 4.54 4.37 +.17 4.1 3.95 +.15

5 111.4 6.04 6.13 -.09 6.15 6.13 +.02 6.24 6.36 ...12 6.4 6.29 0.11

HEATHER HILL5 3 107.5 4.34 4.02 +.32 4.47 4.10 +.37 4.90 4.46. +.42 4.34 4.05 +.29

-.02

::::

6.39 +.02 6.14 6.32 -.16
5 111.8 5.93 6.16 -.26 6.14

HENRY 6 FERGUSON 3 96.5 3.38
3.53 +.04

5 104.6 5.44
3.44 ::04

g..t! 3.50
-.03 5.37 5.61 -.44 5.61

3.66 -.17 3.57
5.77 -.16

HIGH BRIDGE 3 97.4 3.37 3.37 4.00 3.48 3.42 4.06 3.96 3.61 .15 3.51 3.46 +.15

5 103.7 5.13 5.45 -.32 5.43 x5.48 -.05 5.34 5.71 -.37 5.56 5.66 -.02

,..

HILLCHEST HEIGHTS 3 97.2 3.31 3.35 -.04 3.56 3.41 +.15 3.76 3.60 -.02 3,57 3.45 +.12

5 96.2 4.72 4.70 -.06 4.92. 4.84 +.08 0 5.11 5.09 .02 4.96 ' 5.06 -.12

HOLLY PARK 3 106.9 3.79 3.46 -.19. 3.74 4.06 -.32 3.84 4.44 -.60 3.90 4.01 -.11

5 103.4 5.52 5.42 +.19 5.67 5.45 4.22 5.74 5.69 +.05 5.21 5.56 -.45

HOLLYWOOD

HYATTSVILLE

INDIAN OMEN ELEM

J ENOS RAY

.

.

3 100.6 3.89 3.57 +.32 3.98 3.64 4.34 4.16 4.02 +.14 3.89 3.65 . +.24

5 100.4 4.90 5.15 -.26 4.94 5.20 -.26 5.37 5.44 -.07 5.07 5.42 -.35'

3 92.8 3.22 3.07 +.19 3.13 3.12 +.01 3.49 3.50 -.01 3.36 3.19 #.17 1

5 100.2 4.90 5.14 -.24 5.02 5.18 -.16 5.13 5.42 -.29 5.36 5.40 -.02

3 111.0 3.93 4.24 -.31 4.03 4.34 -.31 4.50 4.71 -.21 4.20 4.25 -.05

5 106.7 6.01 5.89 +.12 6.15 5.90 +.25 6.15 6.13 +.02 6.16 6.06 4.08

3 99,5 3.30 3.90 -.20 3.3 3.56 -.17 3.79 3.95 -.16 3.40 3.56 -.18

5 102.6 5.24 5.35 -.11 5.33 5.36 -.05 5.72 5.62 4.10 5.60 5.59 '601

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (4) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS.FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN 'THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (J FRANK DENT LONG IELDS):

1;LE 3% SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND P BLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

...

SCHOOL NANO

GRADE
ORGANI-
NATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
(2)

PUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
13)

PERCENT
AVFRAGE
DAILY
ATTLN
DANCE
(4)

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DEGREE

O ABOVE
(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISADT
VAN-
TAGED
(10)

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
(11)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
($ )

(12)

T ACHER
(5)

,

ADMIN.
(6)

.

TEACHER
(7)

...

ADMIN.
(8)

J FRANK DENT

JAMES H HARKISON

"JAMES MCHENRY

JAMES RYDER RANDALL

JOHN CARROLL

JOHN EAGER HOWARD

JOHN H BAYNE
, '

KENILWORTH

KENMOOR

KENTLAND

KETTERING

LAMONT

t

LANDOVER 'HELLS

LANGLEY PARK

LANHAM

'LAUREL

LEW1SDACE

LONGF1ELDS

K -6 354 18.6

K -6 737 21.9

K-6 574 20.3

K-6 378 11.8

K-6 410 18.3

K -6 450 20.6

K-6 724 24.1

K -6 670 20.7

K -6 615 19.3

K -6 635 21.4

K -6 600 17.9

K-6 610 19.0

K -6 . 481 21.2

K -3 473 18.8

K -6 411 20.7

K4 534 20.9

550 20.5

K -6 682) 21.5

90.2 18.0 1.0.

94.0 31.6 2,0

95.9 27.3 1.0

89.0 31.0 1.0

93.8 21.5 1.0
...

(

94.9 20.9 .1.0

96.7 28.1 2.0

93.2 30.4 2.0

92.0 29.9 2.0

94.8 27.7 2.0

96.3 31.6 2.0

96.1 30.1 2.0

86.0 21.7 1.0

94.3 24.2 1.0

95.9 18.8 1.0

95.5 23.5 2.0

96.3 24.8 2.0

95.0 29.7 2.0

9.5

7.7

8.2

12.0

7.0

9.4

6.7

10.0

8.2

8.3

9.1

11.9

11.3

11.5

9.3

7.4

11.0

7.8

17.0

14.0

11.6

41.0

17.0

20.0

17.0

26.0

28.7

15.3

18.7

19.5

13.0

16.0

18.0

20.0

14.5

18.4

16.3

17.0

26.5

39.0

20.0

21.7

8.3

37.7

23.5

26.9

38.7

.32.7

19.8

22.2

25.3

26.3

20.5

15.8

4.4

2.8

4.5

4.3

5.3

5.9

8.6

2.0

5.3

4.7

8.9

4.3

5.0

9.3

4.;

7.6

4.1

5.8

4 12.4

12.7

12.4

12.2

12.6

12.3

12.1

12.7

12.4

12.1

12.4

12.4

12.3

12.3

12.4

12.1

12.2

12.2

11.730

111877

12,976

12,980

12,070

12.490

11,376

16.092

11.935

11.732

14,000

13,241

12,752

10,262

14,274

10.124

13.600

11,305

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (J FRANK DENT LONGFIELDS)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY.
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH-MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTYAVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSTLM t

SKTLL AREAS

I

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE, TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME. GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-
LAND

SAS GE NORM

o

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY+. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
ENCE LAND ENCE LAND

GE NORM GE NORM
/

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARE-
ENCE LAND

GE NORM

DIFEER
ENCE 1

J FRANK BENT 3 100.1 3.83 3.54 .29 3.81 3.60 .21 4.21 3.99 .22 3.75 3.62 +.13
5 101.9 5.06 5.29 -.23 5.33 5.33 4.00 6.142 5.56 +.14 5.30 5.54 -.24

JAMES H HARRISON 3 100.0 3.81 3.54 P 4.27 3.72 3.60 4.12 3.78 3.98 -.20 3.82 3.61 +.21
y

5 1'03.6 5.56 5.44 4.12 5.54 5.47 4.07 5.45 5.70 -.25 5.48 )5.67 -.19

JAMES MCHENRY 3
1
100.8

5 107.1
3.43 3.59
5.53 5.75

-.16
-.22

3.71 3.65 4.06
5.44 5.77 -.33

4.04 goy,
5.89 6.00

:00 3.65 3,66
+op 5.82 5.95

-.01
-.13

JAMES RYDER 4ANDALL 3 109.6 4.40 4.15 .25 4.77 4.24 4.53 5.48 4.62 .86 4.47 4.17 4.30

5 107.7 5.48 5.00 -.32 5.59 5.82 -.23 6.09 6.05 4.04. 5.83 6.00 -.17

CARk0EI, .3 98.7 3.54 3.45. 4.09 3.56 3.51 4.05 3.93 3.90 .03 3.55 3.54 +.01,OHN
5 100.5 5.14 5.16 ' -.02 5.29 5.21 ;130 .56" b.45 4.11 5.34 5.42 -.08

JOHN LAGER HOWARD 3 97.2 3.20 3.35 ...15 3.25 3.41 -.16 3.73 3.80 -.07 3.54 3.45 4.09

5 101.9 5.07 5.29 -.22 5.24 5.33 -.09 S.22 5.56 -.34 5.24 5.54 -.30

JOHN H BAYNE 3 98.1 3.51 3.41 .16 3.57 3.47 4.10 4423 3.86 4.37 3.77. 3.50 4.27

P '101.0 5.15' 5.21 .03 5.34 5.25 .09 5e63 5.49 .14 5.57 5.46 .11

.

KENILWORTH A 10446 4.24 3.83 .41 4.22 3.91 .31 4.39 4.29 +.10 4.09 3.88 4.21

5 109.7, 5.95 549A -.03 6.03 5.99 4.04 6.16 6.21 -.05 ' 5.92 6.16 -.24

KENMOOR 3 97.3 3.46 3.36 .10 3.39 3.42 -.03 3.83 3.80 4.03 3.49 3.46 4.03

5 96.0 5.14 4.77 .37' 4.87 4.83 4.04 4.93 5.07 5.12 5.07 4.05

KENT LAND 3 94.4 2.95 3.17 ..22. 2.97 3.22 -.25 3.34 3.61 -.27 3.16 3.29 -.13
5 99.3 4.62 5.06 -.44 4.80 5.11 -.31 4.87 5.35 -.48 5.01 5.33 -.32

t

KETTERING 3 101.7 3.53 3.64 -.11 3.78 3.71 .07 4.17 4410- +.07 3.73 3.71 .02
5 107.4 5.85 5.77 .00 5.99 5.79 .20 6.33 6402 .31 6.22 5.97 4.25

LAMONT 3 9812 3.'l 3.42 .09 3.59 3.48 4.11 4.08 3.b6 .22 3.53 3.51 4.02
5 99.9 5. 0 5.11 -.01 5.28 5.16 4.12 5.45 5.40 4.05 ' 5.44 5.38 4.06

'...
.

.

LANOOvER HILLS 3 95.5 3.18 3.25 -.07 3.23 3.30 -.07, 3.71 3.68 .03 3.47 3.35 4.12 '

5 102.3 4.99 5.32 -.33 4.86 5.36 £.50.y 5.29 5.60 -.31 5.23 5.57 -.34

LANGLEY PARK, 3 100.6 3.23 3.57 -.34 3.45 3.64 -.19 3.54
1
4.02' -.48 3.51 3.65 -.14

LANHAM 3 102.4 3.36 3,.69 -.33 3.62 +.14 3.97 4.14 -.17 3.44 3.75' -.31
5 ,100.9 4.90 5.20 ...30

,3.76
5.05 5.24 -.19 5.71 5.48 4.23 .5.35 5.46 -.11

LAUREL 3 104.4 3.92 3.82 4.10 4.09 3.89 4.20 4.29 44.27 4.02 3.97 3.87 '4.10
5 106.6 5.69 5.70 -.01 5.70 5.72 -.02 5.81 5.96 +.15 5.81 5.91 -.10

LEWISDALE 3 94.0 3.59 3.47 4.12 3.57 3.53 4.04 4.49 3.92 4.17 3.55
L:

.411140
5 103.7 5.38 5.45 ...O7 5.22 5.48 -.26 5.39 5.71 .-.32 5.68 -.22

LON6FIELD5 3 91.0
5 .95.3

.10 2.96
6.14 4.70

+.14
.44

3.19 2.99 4.20
4.93 4.77 4.16

3.40 3.38
5.15 5.01

4.02 3.24
.14 5.20

3.09
5.01

4.15
.19

SEE EHAFTER.3. PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK I*/ ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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-PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (LYNDON HILL OVERLOOK)

TABLE-3. SCHOOL LEVEL --,COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILX*

SCHOOL AGE' CHILDREN

' * PERCENT PERCENT
3 M TOTAL AVERAGE ,. d AVERAGE YEARS STAFF' PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA-. FAMILY

A ORGANI.-. ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN. OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER. (3)

SCHOOL NAME, (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (111 112)
1

LYNDON HILL K -6 503 19.6 94.0 24.6 1.0 8.3 28{0 24.6 409 6.2.2' 10,373

MAGNOLIA K-6 516 20.9 97.0 23.7 1.0 7.5 13.0 32.4 1.9 12.6 13.642

MARGARET A EDMONSTON PRE K=6 507 .:40P19.3 94.7 25.3 1.0 9.9 18.0 21.7 9.1 12.3 11,364

MARGARET BRENT K-6 367 17.1 94.2 20A 1.0 13.3 20.0 36.0 1.6 12.3 11,352

MARLTON K -6 565 20.5 96.5 26.5 11 9.7 19.5 25.5 NA NA NA

MATTAPONI K-6 524 19.8 94.6 25.4 1:0 1U.9 24.0 20.5 .5 12.3 13,523

MATTHEW HENSON K-6 618 20.7 196.4 27.8 2.b 7.3 16.3 16.8 5.1 12.3 12.879

MCCORMICK 379 20:1 94.6 17.8 1.0 8.5 21.0 13.3 9.2 12.3 10,446

MENDOWBROOK 583 20.2 97.4 26.9 2.0 9.9 25.0 30.4 1.7 12.7 .14,986

M6LWOOD 638. X20.6 94.6 28.9 2.0 10.5 22.5 20.4 5.6 12.2 12.671

MIDDLETON VALLIY 577 20.5 96.5 26.2 2.0 11.0 25.0 14.5 4.1 12.4 14,304

MONTPELIER K -6 735 22.3 95.6 30.9 2.0 7.5 31.9 24.3 2.5 12.7 11,964

MORNINGSIDE K -6 457 22.3 96.5 19.5 1.0 11.3 28.0 24.4 6.2 12.1 11,509

NORTH FORESTVILLE PRE K -6 521 20.4 97.8 23.5 2.0 12.0 13.5 39.1 6.5 12.3 13,152

O W PHAIR K -6 365 18.9 95.6 18.3 1.0 .3 13.5 27.5 11.5 12.2 11,194

OAKCREST K -6 668 22.7 92.8 28.5 1.0 7,0 16.0 15.9 8.9 12.6 12,006

t.
OAKLANDS K -6 677 23.2 95.1 27.2 2.0 13.1 27.0 27. 3.4 12.4 11,348.

OVERLOOK K -6 355 18.5 96.4 18.2 1.0 7.2 21.0 37.5 12.4 12.4 12,730

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 7273, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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,
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (LYNDON HILL -- OVERLOOK)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

PHINcE GEORGES couNTYAVERAGE STANDARD AGE &MIRES*
SCHOOL SYSILm

SKILL AREAS

VOCAOULARy READING COmPRINENS1ON LANWAGE TOTAL .MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
V

scpoot. NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
LAND LICE LAND ENCE LAND INCE LAND

SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE' NORM

.

DIFFER-
ENcE

LYNDON HILL 3 96.2 3.11' 3.29 -.18 3.40 3.34 4.06 3.31 3.73 . -.42 3.16 3.39 -.23
5 98.7 4.75 5.01 -.26

;
i 4.79 5.06 -.27' 5.31 5.30 4.01 4.99 5.28 -.29

MAGNOLIA 3 106.2 3.81 3.03 -.1; 3.02 4.01 -..09 4.22 4.39 -.17 3.92- 3.97 4.02
5 108.7 5.94 5.89 4.05 5.81 5.90 -.09 6.00 . 6.13 -.13 6.00 6.08 -.08

MARGARET A EUMONSTON 3 9 3.35 3.72 ...37 3.50 3.79 -.20 3.70 4.17 47 3.65 3.78 -.13
5 .8 6.39 5.37 4.02 5.52 5.40 .i.12 5.57 5.64 ,f--1.07 5.41 5.61 -.20

.1N- ,

MARGARET BRENT 3 98.8
5 101.5

3.48 3,46 4.02 3.53
r

3.52 .01
5.42 5.25 . . 4.T7' 5.66 5.29 .37

3.75 .3.90 -.15 3.48 3.54
5.415 5.53 .32 A 5.90 a.50

-.06
.40.

. .

MARLTON 3 103.2 3.70 3.74 -.04 3.92 3.81 4.11 3.02 4.19 -.27 3.82 3.80 4.02
5 100.4 5.38 5.16 4.22 5.37 5.20 .17 5.39 5.44 -.05 5.80 5.42 4.35

MATTAPONI 3 100.5 3.83 3.57 4.26 3.91 3.63 4.2R 4.24 4.02 4.22 3.89 3.64 4.25
5 103.1 5.52 6.39 4.13 5.54 5.43 .11 5.64 .5.66 -.02 5.64 5.63 4.01

MATTHEW HENSON 3 101.7 3.43 3.64 -.21 3.50 3.71 -.21 4.41 4.10, .31 3.66 3.71 -.05
S 103.3 4.75 5.41 -.66 4.90 5.44 -.54 5.40 5.68 -.28 5.33 5.65 -,32

MCCORMICK 5 101.7 5.09 5.27 -.18 5.25 5.31 -.06 ,5.45 5.55 -.09 5.49 5.52 -.03

MEADO4RRoOR 3 107.2 3.96 4,00 -.04 4.35 4.08 4.27 4.37 4.46 -.09 /4.06 4.03 .03
5 108.5 6.31 5.88 4.43 6.22 5.89 .31 6.40 6.12 4.28 6.26 6.07 .18

MtLw000 3 96.9 3.30 3.34 4.04 3.50 3.39 4.19 3.74 3.78 -.04 3.53 3.43 .10
5 100.5 5.01 5.16 -.15 , 5.12 5.21 -.09 5.14 5.45 -.31 5.30 5.42 -.12.

MIDDLETON VALLEY 3 108.4 3.82 4.08 -.26 4.14 4.16 -.02 4.49 4.54 -.05 4.12 4.10 .02
5 105.4 5.78 5.60 4.18 5.79 6.62 .17 5.64 5.86 -.02 6.08 5.82 .26

MONTPELIER 3 110.3 4.45 4.20 4.25 4.67 4.29 .36 5.03 4.67 .36 4.18 4.21 -.03
5 112.5 6.26 6.22 4.04 6.21 6.22 -.01 6.39 6.45 =.06 1.6.29 6.88 ..1.-

MORNINGSIDE 3 92.4 3.09 3.05 4.04 3.20 3.09 ,11 3.27 3.48 ...21 3.13 3.17 -.04
5 970 4.93 4.93 4.00 4.89 4.98 -.09 5.01 5.22 -.21 4.87 5,.21 ° -.34

9
NORTH FORESTVILLE 3 103.7 3.60 3.77 .1.17 3.61 3.85 -.24 4.06 4.23 -.17 3.57 3.83 -.26

5 103.7 5.06 5.45 -.39 5.25 5.48 -.23 5.36 5.71 -.35 .5.42 5.68 -.26

0 W PHAIR 3 101.0 3.72 3.60 4.12 3.53 3.67 -.14 4.20 4.05 4.15 3.81 3.67 .14
5 '102.7 5.46 5.36 .10 5.46 5.39 4.06 5.41 5.63 -.22 5.42 5.60 -.18

OAKCREST 3 98.7 ,3.27 3.45 -.Is 3.42 3.61 -.09 '3.80 3.90 -.10 3.59 3.54 .05
b 101.4 4.88 5.24 -.36 4.80 5.28 "40 5.26 5.52 -.26 5.35 5.50 -.15

OAKLANOS 3 93.7 3.25 3.13 4.12 3.46 3.10 4.28 3.57 3.56 .01 3.31 3.25 .06
5 99.4 5.04 5.07 -.01 5.42 5.11 4.31 5.20 5.35 -..113 5.30 5.34 -.04

OVERLOOK 3 97.0 3.23 ' 3.19 -.16 3.2b 3.45 -.1n 3.43 3.84 -.41 3.43 3.48 -.OS

5 100.9 5.15 5.20 -.05 6.02 5.24 -.22 5.35 5.40 -.13 5.12 5.46 -.34

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION or TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 001 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN T 15 TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (OKENS ROAD ROSE VALLEY)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

.

p

PERCENT, PERIFENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL. AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
. GRADE SCHOOL .PUPIL/' DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S, DISAD- rDucA- FAMILY

. ORGANI-
ZATION

ENROLL-
RENT

STAFF
RATIO

ATTEN
DANCE

DEGREE
OR ABOVE

VAN-
TAGED

TION OF,
MOTHER

INcume
IslTEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.

SCHOOL NAME ', 11) (2) AI 14) (51 (61 (71 181 (9)
-

1101 (III (121

OWENS ROAD K-6 407 18.9 92.0 20.5 1.0 11.2 12.0 17.7 6'. 7 12.4 11,429

OXON HILL K-6 570 23.0 94.6 22.0 2.0 10.9 16.5 20.6 3.1 12.3 12,853

V
PAINT BRANCH K-6 537 19.9 91.5 25.0 2.0 6,9 11.0 25.2 8.2 12.3 11,823,

PALMER PARK K-6 429 10.3 92.7 21.4 2.0 8.9 21.5 31.6 6.5 12.3 10,953

)

PANORAMA K-6 250 17.7 95.9 13.1 1.0' 10:3 24.0 15.6 5.4 12.4 12,353

PARKLAWN K-6 336. 19.0 95.4 16.7 1.0 10.5 34.0 43.5 2.4 12.2 13418

PARKWAY 'k -6 328 19.2 95.0 16.1 1.0 11.8 17.0 23.4 3.5 12.3 11,126

_..

PATUXENT K-6 '538 21.1 96.1 23.5 2.0. 9.9 29.5 16.6 10.6 12.1 12,818

POINTER RIDGE K-6 680 21.7 96.2 29.3 2.0 7.2 14.3 20.6 5.4 12.5 13,812r
POWDER MILL K-6 581 20.0 96.8 27.1 2.0 10.3 15.7 16.7 3.4 12.6 13,369

PRINCETON IC-6 433 19.5 _96.0 21.2 1.0 8.4 17.0 20.3 3.6 12.2 11,474

.,p

RANDOLPH VILLAGE
d

K-6 491 21.5 94.8 21.8 1.0 8.9 10.5 15.3 10.7 12.2 11,607

RIDGECREST K-6 509 20.4 97.3 24.0 1:0 10.3 16.0 30.b 4.2 12.5 13,350

RITCHIE :' K-6 573 22.9 95.4 24.0 1.0 11.0 18.5 31.2 7.1 12.2 12,423

RIVERDALE K-6 695 21.6 .94.1 30.2 2.0 9.9 9.0 15.4 6.3 12.1 10,611

RIVERDALE HILLS K-6 405 18.7 93.4 19.6 2.0 8.7 27.0 20.8 6.4 12.1 10,919

ROURT FROST K-6 361 19.1 95.2 ' 17.9 1.0 5.9 13.0 26.5 3.3 12,5 13,956

0

ROCKLEDGE K-6 63 20.9 94,9 28.5 2.0 11.1 19,5 20.3 2.2 12.8 15,711

ROGERS HEIGHTS 140 608 20.3 95.0 27.9 2.0 11.4 10.0 26.7 7.7 12.3 11,153

ROSE VALLEY K-6 633 20.5 96.8 29.9 1.Q 7.4 15.7 20.4 2.5 12.5 14,729

See CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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)PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (OWENS ROAD ROSE VALLEY)

rABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
PRINCE GLORC,LS Cnu).TY SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON"SCHOOL
SCHOOL SYSIEN ,AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SKILL AREAS
40.

VOCANLARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

J

AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- OiFFrR.. AVERAGE
LAND .AnCE

SAS GE NORM GE

SCAOOL NAML GRADE

()RENS ROAD 3 92.7 2.76 3.06 -.30 2.86
5 90.9 4.85 5.02 -.17 4.70

OXON KILL 3 100.1 3.67 3.54 .13 3.73

14%

5 102.9 5.35 5.38 -.03 5.40

PAINT BRANCH 3 99.6 3.35 3.51 -.16 3.30
S '98.6 4.83 5.00 -.17 4.78

PALMER PARK 3 95.7 3.18 3.26 -.00 3.31
5.0.25 99.4 5.10 5.07 .83 5.

PANORAMA 3 103.9 3.92 3.79 , 4.13 4.05
5 99.7 5.14 5.09 .05 5.10

PARKLAWN 3 90.6 2.99 2.93 .06 3:01

5 95.4 4.61 4.71 -.10 4.80

PARKWAY 3 100.4 3.62 3.56 4.06 3.70
5 102.6 4.94 5.35 -.41 4.92

PATUXENT 3 99.6 3.50 3.51 -.01 3.79
5 100.7 4.48 5.10 -.20 5.16

POINTER RIUGE 3 110.8 4.17 4.23 A.P6 4.33
5 100.3 5.75 5.05 -.10 5.93

POWDER MILL 3 101.0 3.37 3.60 -.73 3.51
5 103.7 5.32 5.45 -.13. 5.40

PROETON 3 103.8 4.42 3.78 :..64 4.12
5 91.8 ' 4.60 4.40 4.20 4.86

RANOOLPH VILLAGE 3 97.9 3.54 3.40 4.14 3'.60

5 1020 6.36" 5.36 .00 5.49'

RIDGECREST THIS SCHOOL'IS PARTICIPATING IN THE MARYLAND

RITCHIE 3 99.6 3.36 3.5) -.Is 3.60
5 102.3 5.12 5.32 -.20 5.40

MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
,ENCL. LAND

GENORMLAND ENCE
'GE

<
3.11 -.25 3.18 3.50 -.12 3.11' 3.19 -.08
5.U7 -.37 5.71 5.31 .40 5.58 5.30 +.28

3.60 .13 4.05 3.99 +.06 3.64
5.62

4.02

L,

5.41 .07 5.50 5.65 -:15 5.46

3.57 -.19 3.70 3.96. -.26 3.49 3.59 -.10
5.05 -.27 4.42 5.29 -.37 5.03 5.27 -.24

3.31 4.00 3.66 3.70 -.04 3.48 3.36 4.12
5.11 -.04 5.27 5.35 -.00 4.97 5.34 .37

,

3.06 4.19 4.17 4.24 -.07 3.91 3.84 .07
5.14 -.04 5.50 5.30 4.12 5.21 5.36 -.15

2.97 +.04 3.68 3.36 +.32 3.20 3.07 0 .13
4.78 4,2 - 5.06 5.02 4.04 5.02 5.02 +.06

3.62 4.08 4.25 4.0E .24 4.02 3.64 , 4.38
5.30 -.46 5.56 5.62 -.06 5.45 5.59 -.14

. a

3.57 +.22' 4.00 3.96 4.04 3.67 3.59' +.08

5.22 -.06 5.30 5.46 -06 5.59 5.44 .15

4.32 4.01 4.71 4.70 4.01 4.32 4.24 4.00

5.07 4.06 6.05 6.10 -.05 6.25 6.05 4.20

.

3.67 -.16 3.71 4.05 -.34 3.69 3.67 .4.02

5.40 -.08 5.46 5.71 -.25 5.57 5.68 -.11

. .

3.05 4.27 4.99 4.23 .76 4.10 3.83 .27
4.47 4.34 4.75 . 4.72 4.03 4.85 4.73 4.12

. .

. 4

3.46 4.22 3.07 3.84 4.03 3.54 3.99 4.05

5.39 .1Ap 5.30 5.63 -.25 5.28 5.60 -.32

ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PILOT PROJECT. (SEE SECTION 4.2.17)
4

3.57 4.03 3.43
.

3.96 -.13 ' 3.41 3.59 -.18
4.35 4.04 65.46 5.60 -.14 5.35 5.57 -.22

RIVERDALE
THIS SCHOOL It PARTICIPATING IN THE' MARYLAND ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABLLITi PILOT PROJECT. (SEE SECTION 4.2.171

RIVEROLE HILLS 3 95.7 3.13 3.26 -.13 3.10 3.31 -.21 3.63 3.70 -.07 3.19 3.36 -.17
95.2 4.81 4.70 -4.11 5.03 4.76 +.27 4.92, 5.00 -.00 5.04 5.00 .04

3 99.9 3.98 -.10 3.76 3.61ROBERT FROST 3.71 3.53 4.18 3.61 3.59 4.07 3.00
5.79 -.32

.15
5 104.6 5.26 5.53. -.27 5.26 5.55 -.29 5.47

4
5.72 5.75 -.03

ROEKLEOGE 3 107.4 4.16 4.01 .IS 4.40 4.09 .31 4.58 4.47 4.11 4.04 4.04 4.00
5 ,109.8 6.09 5.99 .10 6.04 5.99 4.05 6.13 6.22 +.11 6.17 6.17 '4.00

ROGERS HEIGHT, 3 96.8 3.53 3.13 ..2n 3.69 3.3n .31 4 3.90 3.77 .13 3.65 3.43 .22
6 98.4 4.91 4.98 .017 5.04 5.03 .01. 4.49 5m, -.38 4.79 5.26 -.47

ROSE VALLEY 3 104.1
5 103.5

4.09 3.80 .29 4.10 3.07 4.23 4.49
4

3.98 3.85
b.20 5.43 -.15 5.29 5.46 -.17 5.59 5.2570 -.2 141 5.34 5.66

LE! CHAPTER 3o PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERgS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 11 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL HISTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN !HIS TABLE. '.
41.
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4'

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (ROSECROFT PARK -.THOMAS ADDISON)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

0. r

.

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN, TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.2ATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR OPE TAGED MOTHER (5)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) , 44.2 (6) 17) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

ROSECROFT PARK

SAMUEL F. D. MORSE

,SAMUEL CHASE

SANDYMOUNT

SEABROOK

SEAT PLEASANT

SHADYSI.DE

SILVER HILL

SKYLINE

SOMERSET

SPRINGHILL LAKE

SURRATTSVILLE

TALL OAKS

TANGLEHOOD

TAYAC

TEMPLE HILLS

TEMPLETON

THOMAS ADDISON

PRE K-6

K-6

K-6

K -6

K -6

K -6

K-6

K -6

K -6

K-6

K-6

K-6

K-6

K-6

K-6

'

407

661

519

434

501

438

376

360

378

466

724

504

414

484

593

220

632

33.0

16.6

22.9

21.0

20.3

21.9

19.2

20.6

23.2

18.3

20.5

21.7

19.8

2349

21.8

19.8

22.3

20.7

3.7.9

95.6

91.6

93.1

95.1

96.8

93.2

95.6

95.3

95.2

94.9

95.3

95.9

95.5

96.8_

95.6

95.0

95.0

96.4

23.5

26.8

23.7'

20.4

21.9

21.8

17.3

14.5

19.7

21.7

31.3

24.5

16.3

21.2

26.0

8.9

28.5

3.6.3

1.0

2.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

2.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

2.0

1.0

2.0

3..0

ii

11.9

8.4

10.4

7.6

11.3

6.3

12.5

13.5

9.4

9.9

8.9

10.8

10.9

14.5

11.8

13.9

10.7.

3.2.3

17.5

13.0

15.0

41.0

26.0

28.0

16.4

13.0

11.0

33.0

15.5

10.0

24.0

10.0...

30.0

17.0

- 19.2

3.3.0

20.0

26.7

14.6

16.7

16.1

26.3

24.4

9.7

240#

26.4

27.9

17.6

12.7

31.5

27.7

15.2

27.9

41.6

3.7

3.2

3.5

10.6

2.6

8.9

7.0

5.6

6.6

2.6

7.2

1.$

3.7

1.0

3.4

3.1

5.4

*3.2.4

12.7

° 12.5

12.2

12.4

12.1

12.2

12.4

3.2.2

12.7

12.9

12.3

12.6

12.3 .

12.5

12.5

12.1

3.2.5

13.316

11.801

13.145

11,288

13,957

10.512

11.229

12,182

3.3..1.24

N

16,301

11,864

15.035

14.470

'134732

14,571

13,916

10,443

3.3,827

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OP DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (ROSECROFT PARK - THOMAS ADDISON)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

PRINCE GLQRGES COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SCHOOL NAME

ROSECROFT PARK

SAMUEL F.11. MORSE

SAMUEL CHASE

SANOYMOUNT

SEABROOK

SEAT PLEASANT

SMAOYSIOE

SILVER HILL

SKYLINE

SOMERSET

SPRIUGHILL LAKE

SURRATTSVILLE

TALL OAKS

TANGLEKOOO

TAYAC

TEMPLE HILLS

TEMPLETON

TUOMAS AOOISON

SKILL ARLAS

VOCA'ULARY READIHGCOMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SAS GE NOR4 GE HORM GE NORM GE NORM

aER-.1GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- 0/rFrp- AVFRAGF MARY- OIFFrR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFTER AVERAGE MARY-
LAND CICE LAND ENCE. LANO ENCE LAND 2t14

3 100.4 3.62 3.56 .26 3.90 - 3.62 .28 4.10 4.01 .09 3.65 3.64 .04
5 103.3 5.54 5.41 .13 5.65 5.44 .21 5.52 5.60 , -.16 5.55 5.65 -.10

3 94.4 3.03 1 3.17 -.14 3.21 3.22 -.01 3.16 3.61 -.25" 3.46 3.24 ;.17

5 94.6 4.63 4.64 -.01 4.63 4.71 -.08 4.80 4.95 -.15 4.99 4.95 .04
r2

3 100.1 3.30 3.54 -.16 3.60 3.60 4.08 3.77 3.99 -.22 3.67 3.62 4.05

5.49 5.22 .27 5.59 5.26 .33 5.46 5.50 -.04 5.32 5.47 -.15

3 100.9 3.21 3.59 -.38 3.40 3.66 -.26 3.69 4.04 -.15 3.56 3.66 -.10

5 103.4 5.09 5.42 -.33 5.33 5.45 r.12 5.09 5.69 -.60 5.25 5.66 -.41

3 101.1 3.63 3.61 .02 3.76 3.67 .11, 4.n3 4.06 -.03 3.67 4,.66 .19
5 102.9 5.08 5.38 -.30 5.32 5.41 -.09 5.36 5.65 -.27 5.45 5.62 -.17

3 100.4 3.10 3.56 ...46 3.20 3.62 -.42 3.42 4.01 -.49 3.31 3.64 -.33

5 97.3 5.12 4.08 .24 5.07 4.94 .13 5.77 5.16 .59 5.23 5.17 .06

3 ' 95.6 2.76 3.25 -.47 3.00 3.30 -.30 3.05 3.69 -.61 3.36 -.16
;.5 45.0. 4.79 4.66. .11 '5.20 4.74 .46 5.0i 4.99 .02 2?(2) 4.94 .23

3 92.6 3.07 3.07 .00 2.1.2 3.12 ...40 3.23 3.50 -.27 3.10 3.19 -.09

5 49.9 4.42 5.11 -.69 4.52 5.16 -.64 4.76 5.40 -.62 4.59 5.36 -.79

3 96.1 3.34 3.2A .06 3.6b 3.34 .22 3.71 3.72 -.01 3.10 3.39 -.21

5 44.6 5.22 5.10 .12 5.11 5.15 !..04 5.52 5.39 .13 4.86 5.37 ,

3 102.0 3.98 3.66 .32 4.04 3.73 .31 4.26 4.12 .14 3.67 3.73 .14
5 105.0 5.65 5.56 .04 5.39 5.59 -.20 5..93 5.62 4.11 5.85 5.76 .10

3 104.7 3.74 3.04 -.10 3.63 3.91 -.06 4.15 4.29 -.14 3.66 3.66 -.22

5 100.6 5.25 5.17 .06 5.10 5.22 -.04 5.16 5.45 -.27 5.12 5.43 -.31

3 101.5 3.09 3.63 .26 4.02 3.70 .32 4.1A 4.06 .03 3.68 3.70 .15
5 103.2 5.36 5.40 -.02 5.57 5.44 .13 5.01 5.67 .14 5.90 5.64 .26

3 100.6 3.54 3.57 -.03 3.65 . 3.64 .01 3189 4.02 3.55 3.65 -.07

5 101.7 5.37 5.27 .10 5.27 5.31 5.12 5.55 ...43 5.63 5.52 .11

,093 46.0 3.0$ 3.41 .42 4.10 3.46 .64 4..09 3.65 .24 3.63 3.50 .33

5 105.7 5.15 5.62 ....47 5.48 5.65 -.17 5.76 5.56 ...12 5.99 5.64 .15

3 49.6 3.63 3.51 .12 3.64 3.57 .07 3.89 3.96 -.07 3.61 3.55 .02

5 101.6 5.12 5.28 -.16 5.26 5.32 5.25 5.55 5.43 5.53 -.19

3 102.5 3.57 3.72 -.15 3.64 3.79 .05 4.44 4.17 .27 3.85 3.77 .08
5 110.1 6.02 6.01 4.01 6.13 6.02 a1 6.52 6.25 .27 6.35 6.19 .16

3 92.6 3.06 3.06 .00 3.20 3.10. 210 3.31 s.49,, .., -.18 3.01 3.18 -.17

5 94.6 4.67 4.64 .03 4.71 4.71 .00 4.73 4.96 '...22 4.79 4.95 .16

3 103.0 3.44 3.73 .P1 4.00 3.00 .20 4.24 4.18 +.06 3.80 3.74 .01

5 108.6 b.95 5.90 .05 5.90 5.91 .07 5.92 5.14 -.22 5.96 6.09 -.13

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION
oFTERHS, ExPLANATIoN OF ASTERISK (*I ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (THOMAS CLAGGETT - BELTSVILLE JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN-.- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME
ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE T(ACHFR ADMEN. TEACHER ADMIN. OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (A)SCHOOL NAME (1) . (21 131 (4) 151 (6) (7) 181, (9) (101 (111 (121

THOMAS CLAGGETT 1(.4 443 19.2 95.5' 22.1. 1.0 9.5 * 13.0 26.8 7.5 12.1 10.953

THOMAS S STONE K -6 646 23.1 88.2 34.6 1.0 10.0 37.0 19.7 4.6 9303

TULIP GROVE 532 21.8 94.7 23.4 1.0 13.0 16.6 28.3 5:2* 12.6 16.020

UNIVERSITY PARK 402 19.5 93.6 19.6 1.0 14.9 14.0 14.1 S.5 12.8 15.309

VALLEY VIEW K-6 521 20.0 91.7 24.4 2.0 13.7 25.5 23.0 4.1 12.4 11.462

WALDON WOODS K -6 419 22.3 -96.7 17.8 1.0 13.1 12.0 29.3 2.0 12.2 13.570

WEST L.ANHAM HILLS K-6 429 19.9 63.3 20.5 1.0 7.8 13.0 18.6 12.4 12.367

WHITEHALL K -6 509 20.2 95.3 23.2 2.0 9.3 15.5 26.6 2,1 12.8 15.042

1

WILDERCROFT K -6 314 17.1 96.1 17.4 1.0 8.7 24.2 24.5 5.1 12.4 11.206

WILLIAM HANES K -6 600 22.1 89.4 25.1 2.0 9.0 24.0 14.6 6.2 12.2 9395

WILLIAM PACA 4611 19.4 95.1 23.1 1.0 10.0 25.0 26.1 5.11 12.3 12.504

WOODLEY KNOLL 4 -6 353 18.1 94.9 18.5 1.0 7.4 18.0 37.4 6.1 12.3 12.101

WOODMORE K6 504 21.9 97.3 22.0 1.0 10.0 18..0 14.3 5.5 12.4 14.050

1

WOODRIDGE 269 .17.9 96.7 14.0 1.0 11.9 16.4 3.4.7 2.0 12.3 13.292

YORKTOWN K.-6 603 19.3 96.9 29.2 2.0 7.S 3.4.9

Ng
33.7 2.1 12.7 14.883

ANDREW JACKSON JUNIOR 7 -9 766 17.6 77.0 41.5 2.0 7.9 20.3 20.7 6.1 12.3 10.456

BELAIR JR MIGH 7 -9 10013 16.3 92.9 9 52.2 390 8.1 17.3 34.8 3.2 12.7 15.789

BELTSVILLE JR HIGH 7-9 925 18.1 93.9 48.0 3.0 10.1 2717 33.3 2.6 12.4 13047

"

le SE! CHAPTER 3. PAGES 12.73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (THOMAS CLAGGETT BELTSVILLE JR,HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE. STANDARD AGE SCORES*

PH1NCE GLORGLS COUUT,
SCHOOL Sysitm

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

VOCAUULARY READING /COMPREHENSION

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-, AVERAGE
LAND EPCE

SAS . GE NORM GE'

3THOMAS CLAGGip
5

96.2
95.0

2.95 3.29 -.34
4.90 4.6R -.25

THOA' S STONE 3 99.3 3.39 3.49 -.10

5 103.9 4.98 5.46 +.48

TULIP GROVE 3 100.6 3.56 -.01

5 110.5 5.97 6.0; -.10

UNIVERSITY PANIC( 3 110.0 4.53 4.15 :135
5 109.8 6.07 5.99 4.08

VALLEY VIEW 3 , 97.0 3.38 3.34 4.04

5 99.7 5.15 5.09 .06

WAL006 WOODS 3 101.0 3.70 3.60 .1/1
5 99.7 5.43 5.09 .34

WEST 4ANHAM HILLS 3 103.2 .36 3.74 .....30

5 99.9 4.56 5.11 -.55

WHITEREL 3 108.9 4.29 4.11 .18
5 105.6 5.80 5.61 4.27

Wl(DERCROFT 3 0.9 3.09 3.27 -.15
5 94.7 4.53 4.65

WILLIAM BLANES 3 96.9 3.17 3.34 -.17
5 100.6 4.96 5.17 -.21

WILLIAM PACA 3 95.3 3.2S 3.23 .02
5 100.4 4.95 5.15 +.21

. -

WOOLLY KHOL4 5 96.1 4.73 4.78 ..OS

41080140RE 3 104.6 3.93 3.83 4.10
5 107.5 5.91 5.70 .13

WOODRIDGE 3 101.0 ' 3.37 3.60 -.23
5 103.1 4.83 5.39 -.56

YoOKTOKN 3 96.4 3.79 3.30 4.49

5 112.8 5.94 6.25

ANORE JACKSON JR 7 97.5 6.04 6.46 ...42

9 97.4 7.40 7.97 +.49

BELAIR JR 111011 7 110.7 7.61 7.90 -.20
'9 111.4 9.11 9.59 +.48

UELTSVILLE JH 141011 7 108.3 7.12 7.64 -.52
9 106.1 8.64 5.98 ...34

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS.

MARY-
LAND

DIFFFR-
ENCE

3.15 3.34 .-.9
440" 4.74 -.34

3.49 3.55 -.06
5.09 5.49 +.40

3.52 , 3.64 -.12
6.09 6.08 .01

4.42 4.27 .15
6.22 5.99 .23

3.50 3.40 .40
5.30 5.14. .16

3.88 3.67 4.21
5.51 5.14 .37

3.50 3.81 -.31
4.69 5.16 -.47

..D

4.41 4.20 .21
5.90 5.64 .34

.ik

3.23 3.32 -.09
4.69 4.72 -.03

3.07 3.39 -.32
4.96 5.22 -.26

ill

3.41
5.02

3.28 .13

ft
4.83 4.84 +.01

4.22 3.91 6,31
5,90 , 5.00 .10

3.53 3.67 -.14
5.35 5.43 -.08

3.85 3.36 4.49
5.99 6.25 -.26

6.12 6.S1 --.3n
7.76 7.91 -.15

7.65 7.04 +.10
9.42 9.53 -.11

7.11 7.60 G-.49

8.62 5.92 -.30

LANGUAGE TOTAL, MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

AVERAGE

GE

MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER..

LAND ENCE LAND 'ENCE
NORM GE NORM

I.R

3.77 3.73 .04 305 3.39 ...21

4.51 4.99 .48 4.59 '4.99 -.40

3.74 3.94 -.20 3.45 3.57 -.00

5.40 5.73 .-.33 5.47 5.70

4.00 4.02 -.02 3.71 3.65 .06
, 5.77 6.31 .-.54 5.96 6.25 -.29

,..

4.57 4.65 -.05 4.11 4.19 -.08
6,16 6.22 ...06 ' 6.11 6.17 -.06

5.03 3.18 ,15 3.52 3.44 .08
'5.54 5.30 .16 5.55 5.36 .19

4.25 4.05 .23 4.04 114 3.67 .37
5.45 5.35 .07 5.60 5.36 .24

3.78 4.19 .41 3.5 3.00 ...25

4.65 6.40 -.72 . L 5.38 '.47

4.54 4.57 -.03 4.19 4.13 .06
6.20 5.57 .33 5.52 5.83 -.01

3.33 3.71 3.27 3.37 -.10
4.62 4.96 -.34 4.70 4.96 -.18

3.31 3.78 +.47 3.22 3.43 -.21
5.21 5.45 +.44 5.17 5.43 -.26

Q
3.R2
5.20 ..:74

**25...24

3.45
5.29,

3.34
5.42

.09
-.13

4.48 5.08 -.20 4.93 5.07 .14

4.44 4.29 .15 4.25 3.88 .40
6.01 6.03 -.02 6.11 5.98 .13

3.52 4.05 -.53 3.47 .3.67 -.20
5.06 5.66 -.60 5.13 5.63

4.15 3.74 .41 3.75 3.40 .35
6.25 6.47 -.22 6.24 600 -.16

6.07 6.63 -.56 6.32 6.75 --.43

7.55 8.1 ...46 7.90 5.09 -.19

7.73 7.89 -.16 7.67 11.10 -.43
9.18 9.40' -.22 9.403 9.60 -.12

7.24 7.66 .42 7.24 7.85 +.61

5.50 8.57' -.07 8.72 9.03 ..Of

EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK ('J ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (BEN D* FOULDIS KENMOOR SR HIGH)

IABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL'-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES 'PROFILE*

PERCENT i PERCENT

.

SCHOOL AG CHILDREN

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE 'AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL- PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD-: EDUEA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MEW RATIO DANCE OR ABbVE TAGED- MOTHER ($)SCHOOL NAME (I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (IQ) (II) (7.2)

N D FOULDIS JR

dt

JAMIN STODDERT JR

N JAM IN TASKER JUNIOR

BLADENSBURG JR HIGH

BUCK LODGE JR HIGH

CHARLES CARROLL JR HIGH

DWIGHT D EISENHOWER

EUGENE BURROUGHS JR

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY JR

FREDERICK SASSCER JR

G GARDNER SHUGART JR

GLENRIDGE JR HIGH

GREENBELT JR HIGH

GYWNN PARK JR

HYATTSVILLE JR HIGH

JAMES MADISON, JR.

JOHN HANSEN JR HIGH

. KENMOOR JUNIOR

911 7.8.0 17.0 47.5

7-9 1,051 18.1 93.7 55.0

:756 18.4" 670, 39.1

7-9 852 17.4 92.8 47.0

7 -9 1,0I5. 18.5 92.4 52.0

7 -9 1,050 I9.3 92.5 51.5

7 -9 1,034 18.I 94.6 54.0

7 -9 1,149 "19.1 88.8 57.0

...-

19. 959 20.0 91.5 46.0,7 -9

873 18.2 90.7 46.0

1,029 18.5 90.6 52.5

7-9 1,023 19.3 90.5 50.0

949 18.3 92.6 50.0

817 19.3 92.1 40.4

7-9 957 17.4 89.2 53.0

7-9 1,207 19.1 93.5 60.0

7 -9 1,091 344.6 93.2 55.5

7-9 :,926 18.4 88.6 48.3

3.0 7.0.1.. 22.8

3.0 10.6 16.0.

2.0 .II.0 17.5

.3.0 8.3 12.8

,°9.0 9.2 22.3

3.0 9.0 21.0

3.0 8.3 26.7

2.0 8.2 16.0

2.0 4.9 13.5

3.0 8.9 A6.0

2.0 8.2 20.5

3.0 9.9 19.7

3.0 10:4. '410.3

2.0 6.5 15.5

2.0 .,9.0 22.3

2.0, 7.9 17.5

3.0 6.0 17.3

2.0 7.7 17.7

21.8

6

41.1 6 4 12.5 12,794)
.

14.8 7.6 12.4 11,835

-28.6

23.6 -12.4 12,7544.0 . o.

V,

22.0 5,5 12.6 11,709 .

35.1 12.4 14,417

23.3 7 0' 12.1 11,438

16.7' 12.2 13,3369.1

27.1 12.4 11,412

26.6 3.7 12.3 12,357

32.1 7.8 12.5 12,185..

17.3 7.8 12.0 :10,689

35.4 , .5.3 12.2 12,249

20.0

32.1

29.9

20.9

5.9.

7.6

5.2

15.2

5.3

12.2 11,030

12.3 11,982

12.6

1.

14,684

.12.1 10,760-

12.4 12055,.,

12.3 12,515 1

w

SEE CHAPTOR 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND .SOURCES OF 'DATA PROVIDED IN tHIS TABLE.
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PRINCE,GEORGE'S CUUNTY (BO' D FOULDIS kKENMOOR JR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON. SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD'AGE SCORES*

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY
SCHOOL SYS1LM

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY REAOING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL-. MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRROE

FOULOS JR 7
9

AVERAGE

SAS

102.3
100.5

AVERAGE

GE

6.26
7.98

MARY-
LANO
NORM

6.98
8.33

DIFFER-
EuCC

-.72
-.35

AVERAGC

GE,

6.55 .
8.15

MARY -,.
LAND
NORM

6.99
-8.07

OIFFFIT+ AVERAGE
ENCE

GC

+.44 6.35
7.12 8.10

MARY-
LAND
NORM

7.09
8.31

OIFFER+
ENCE

+.74
+.01

AVERAGE

GE

6.83
8.15

MARY-
LANO
NORM

7.04
8.43

DIFFER+
ENCE

+.41
-.28

.
,......

.......

.

BENJAMIN STOOOERT JR 7 99.7 6.05 6.70 -.65 5.99 b.73 +.74 6.00 6.84 +.64 6.37' 6.97 +.60

o 9 95.2 7.89 7.72 4.17 7.96 7.65 +.31$ 7.68 7.79 -.11 7.89 7.86 4.03

BENJAMIN TASKLR JR 7 108.8 7.22 7.69 +.47 7.36 7.65 -.29 ' 7.16 7.71 -.55 7.63 - 7.90 -.27
9 109.7 9.14 9.40 +.24 9.11 9.34 -.23 8.48 9.23 -.25' 9.34 9.42 +.08,

. .

-BLARENSBURG JR HIGH 7 luoa 6.03 6.76 +.7S 6.16 6.78 +.60 6.08 6.88 -.80 6.57 7.02 +.45
9 ' 99.6 7.37 8.23. -.86 7.50 8.16 -.66 * 7.34. 8.22 -.88 7.80 8.33 -.53

0

BUCK LOOGE JR HIGH 7
9

188.6
107.7

7.06
8.54

, 7.67
9.16

-.61
+.62

7.03
8.80

7.63
9.10

-.60
-.30

7.13
8.68

7.69
9.03

-.56
+.35

7.64
9.12

7.88
9.20

-.24
-.08 e

CHARLES CARROLL JR 7 101.6 6.62 6.91 -.29 6.48 6492 +.44 6.56 7.02 +.46 6.92 7.17 -.25
9-, 101.2 . 8.35 8.41 -.06 7.99 8.35 , -.36 8.56 8.38 ' +.18 8.28 8.50, -.22

OWIGHT 0 E1SENAOWER '7 107.4 b.99 7.54 ....55 6.90 7.51 -.61 6.92 '7.57 +.65. 7.19 7.76 +.57
9 101.5 9.10 9.14 -.04 9.23 8.08 +.15 .8.Se 4.01 -.13 9.01 9.18 -.17

EUGENE BURROUGHS JR 7 108.6 7:39 7.67 +.271 7.36 7.63 -.27 7.41 7.69 -.28 '7.46 7.88 -.42
9 110.6 9.10 9.50 .40 9.11 9.44 -+.33 8.95 9.32 -.37 9.31 9.52 -.21

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY JR 7
9

IOR.R
97.2

6.13
7.57

6.82
7.95

-.69
+:38

6.18
7.81

6.84,
7.88k

-.66
-.07

6.36
8.12

6.94
7.99

+.58
+.13

6.43'
8.02

7.08
8.97

-.65
-.05

.FKEOERICK'SASSCER JR 7 101.3 6.64 6.88' +.24 6.78 6.89 -.11 6.63 6.99 -.36 6.91 7.14 -.23

V 101.7 7.85 " 11.47 -.62 7.98 8.41 -03 7.79 8.43 +.64 8.24 8.56 +:32

6 GARUNER SHUGART JR 7
9

98.4
98.9

6.32
7.79

,, 6.56
8.14

+.24
-.35

6.35
7.81

6.60
8.08

-.25
-.27

6.11
7.71

6.71
8.16

+.60
+8,45

6.43
7.83

6.84
8.25

-.41
+.42

,

GLENR1OGE JR HIGH 7
9

100.6
101.5

6.20
7.91

6.00
8.45

-.60
-.54

6.34
8.01

,:, -

6.82
::43137.

6.37 6.92
8.41

-.55
-.39

6.57
8.16

7.06
8.53

+.49
+.37

I

GRCETWELT JR HIGH 7 103.3 6.66 7.09 -.43 6.59 a, 7.09 +.50 6.69 7.18 -.49 7.18 7.34 -.16
, 9 104.9 8.39 8.84 +.45' 8.11 8.78 -.67 8.21 8.75 +.54 8.43 8.90 -.47

GYWNN PARK JR 7 98.6 6.34 6.58 +.24 6.42 -.20 6:05 6.73 +.48' 6.65 6.86 -.21.
9 i 97.8 7.71 8.02 -.31 2.86

,6.62
'' 7.95 +.09 7.58

.

8.05 +.47 '7.93 8.14 -.21

A
/ r

ao

HYATTSVILLE JR HIGH 7 103.5 6.55 7.11 -.56 6.67 .,. 7.11 +.44 6.71 7.20 +.49 7.06 7.36 -.30
9 103.4 8.62 8.67' +05 8.70 ' 8.60 4..f0 8.94 8.60 +.34 8.66 8.74 -.08

J

1 .

JAMES MADISON.,JR. 7 108.9 6.86 7.05 -11g' 6.90 7.05 -.15 6.72 7.14 +.42 7.08 7.30 ...22

9 103.8 7.99 8.71 -.72 8.34 8.65 ' -.31 8.39 8.64 -.25 8.16 8.78 -.62 *

JOHN HANSEN JR HIGH 7 106.4 6.91 7.43 -.52 7.02 7.41 -.39 6.96 7.48 +.52 7.61 7.66 +.05
9 108.5 8.64 9.26 '8.90' 9.20 -.30 ; 8.63 9.11 +.48' 9.13 .9.29 -.16

1

Ktym00R JUNIOR 7
9

103.4
99.8

6.06
7.58

, 7.10
8.25

-1.04 *.
-.67

6.08
3.49

7.10
8.19

-1.02
+.70,*

5.96
7.62

7.19
8.24

-1.23
-.62

6.71
7.77

7.35
8.35

+.64
+.58

* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK T*) ACCOMPANYING "DOFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE." SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAB E.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (KENT JR HIGH - WILLIAM WIRT JR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

% 4, SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE V RAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAl*" ERIENCE MASTER.i DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
.

ORGANI- ENROLLr.. STAFF ATTEN- 'DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME '

TEACHER EACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE aR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) 15) § A7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

.

KENT JR HIGH 849 16.6 89.1 48.0 3.0 7.8 22.0 23.5 5.6 12.4 13,144

,^

LAUREL JR HIGH 7-9 884 19.2 92.0 44.0 2.0 9.4 25.0 28.3 6.4 12.3, 11,896

LORD BALTIMORE JR HI 7-9 1,011 18.4 95.8 52.9 2.0 9.0 20.0 29.5 3.2 12.5 14,370

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. 7 -9 89$ 18.1 94.3 47.5. 2.0 9.6 29.0 30.3 3.8 12.6 13,465

. .

MARY M BETHUNE JUNIOR 7-9 872 18.5 83.7 45.0 2.0 7.2 15.7
t

25.5 7.7 12.4 12,679

MT RAINIER JR HIGH 779 594 16.7 84.3 33.5 2.0 9.9 15.5 22.5 4.9 12.0 9872

NICHOLAS OREM JR HIGH 7-9 704 17.1 92.5 39.1 2.0 8.5 20.7 21.4 3.2 12.4 12,720

OXON HILL JR. 7-9 882 19.8 96.2 42.5 2.0 8.3 25.5 29.2 3.9 12.5 14,672

ROBERT GODDARD JR HIGH 7-9' 1,155 19.6 90.5 56.0 3.0 8.9 20.3 22.0 6.8 12.3 12,321

ROGER B TANEY JR HIGH 7-9 1,013 18.6 91.0 .51.6 3.0 9.8 20.6 38.8 4.1 12.5 14,305

ROLLINGCREST JR HIGH 7-9 731 19.0 91.1 36.5 2.0 12.2 22.7 33.8 3.8 12.3 10,573

SAMUEL OGLE JR HIGH 7-9 1,277 18.0 95.9 68.0 3.0 , 9.3 . 23.0 32.4 3.2 12.7 14,854

1

SPAULDING JR HIGH 7-9 786 16.9 93.5 44.5 2.0 8.3 13.3 36.5 7.4 12.2 11,870

STEPHEN DECATUR 7-9 730 17.8 95.7 39.0 2.0 10.1 17.5 26.6 3.9 12.3 14,184

A

SUITLAND JR HIGH 7-9 787 18.9 87.8 39.6 2.0 15.7 18.0 30.3 7.3 12.2 11,231

SURRATTSVILLE JR HIGH 7-9 904 18.1 93.7 48.0 2.0 10.8 11.0 34.0 2.3 12.3 13,920

THOMAS JOHNSON JR 7-9 996 18.2 94.6 51.6 . 3.0 6.7 17.7 27.5 2.9 12.4 13,753

THOMAS PULLEN JR HIGH 7-9 1,068 18.7 92.5 55.0 2.0 5.8 18.0 21.1 8.5 12.4 13,699

WALKER MILL JUNIOR 835 17.9 90.8 44.7 2.0 8.0 26.0 30.0 7.2 12.2 11,574

WILLIAM WIRT JR HIGH 7-9 867 18.8 86.3 44.0 2.0 10.9 24.0 23.9 7:0 12.2 10,735

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY (KENT JR HIGH WM WIRT JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON-SCHOOL
AVERAGE.STANDARD AGE SCORES* SKILL AREAS

PKiNCt GEOROLS COUNTY
SLHOOL SYSILM

SCHOOL NAME

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL' TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY - 001FFrR AVERAGE MARY... DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY - GOFER-
LAND PCE LAND ENCE LANG ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE ,41014M GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

KtNT JR HIGH 7 102.1 6.36 6.96 -.60 6.63 6.97 -.34
9 99,2 7.82 88 -.36 7.94 8.12 -.16

LAUREL JR HIGH 7 109.2 7.28 7.73 +.45 7.4, 7.69 -.20
9 105.0 8.39 8.85 -.46 8.68 8.79 +.11

LORD dALT1MORE JR HI 7 106.7 7.21 7.46 -.25 7.30 7.44 -.14

9 108.6 9.16 9.27 -.11 9;22 t" 9.21 +.01
k2,

MARTIN L. KIND, JR. 7 108.9 7.38 7.70 -.32 7.32 7.66 -.34
9 112.1 9.24 9.6 -.43 9.29 9.62 -.33

. a

MARY M BETHUNE JR 7 102.2 6.75 6.97 -.22 6.70 6.98 -.28
9 100.5 8416 8.33 -.17 8.04 8.27 -.23

MT RAINIER JR HIGH 7 99.3 6.12 6.661) -.54 6.15 6.69 -.54
9 95.0 7.19 7.69 -.50 7.18 7.63 +.45

NICHOLAS OREM JR HI 7 105.8 6.75 7.36 -.61 6.96 7.35 -.39
9 108.9 8.88 9,30 -.4p 8.80 9.24 -.44

0

OXON HILL JR. 7
9

109.1
109.5

7.42
9.03

7.72
9.37

-.30
-.34

7,39
.9.30 7."9.31 C! ,

ROBERT GODDARD JR HI 7 101.8 6.44 6.93 +004 6.40 6.94 -.54

9 103.7 8.12 8.70 -.58 8.28 8.64 -.36

ROGER 8 TANEY JR HI 7 107.9 7.17 7.59 -.42 7.11 7.56 -.45
9 110.0 9.01 9.43 +.42 8.98 9.37 -.39

ROLLINGCREST .JR HIGH 7 102.5 6.57 7.01 +.44 <1 6.50 7.01 -.51
9 99.1 8.06, 8.17 -.11 7.95 8.10 -.15

SAMUEL OGLE JR HIGH 7 112.3 '7.61 8.07 +.46 7.59 8.00 -.41

,
9 110.8 9.12 9.52 +.40 9.18 9.46 -.28

0 0

SPAULUINO JeHIGH 7 98.5 6.42 6.57 -.15 6.48 6.61 -.13
9 101.5 8.01 8.45 ....44 8.00 8.38 -.38

STEPHLN DECATUR 7 105.2 6.98 7.30 -.37 7.02 7.29 -.27
9 105.4 8.50 8.90 ...40 8.58 8.84 -.26

SUITLAND JR HIGH 7 98.6 6.05 6.58 -.53 6.10 6.62 -.52
9 96.1 7.44 7.82 +.38 7.53 7.76 -.23

SURRATTSVILLE JR HI 7 102.7 7.06 7.03 +.03 6.95 7.03 +.408
9 106.8 8.40 9.06 -.66 8.51 9.00 -.49

THOMAS JOHNSON JR 7 107.0 6.61 7.50 -.89 6.80 7.47 -.67

. 9 103.2 ,8.30 '8.64 +,34 8.47 8.58 -.11,

THOMAS PULLEN JR HI 7 107.8 7.12 7.58 +.46 7.14 7.55 +.41

9 105.4 8.28 8.90, -.62 8.45 8.84 -.39

WALKER MILL JUNIOR 7 102.2 6.68 6.97 +.29 6.70 6.98 -.28

9 100.0 8.13 8.27 +.14 7.90 8.21 -.23

a

WILLIAM WIKT JR HIGH 7 101.4 6.16 , 6.09 -.73 6.37 6.90 -.53

9 98.9 7.55 8.14 +.59 7.82 8.08 -.26

I

sEE.cHATER 3, PAGES 74 -75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK

6.67 7.07 -.40 6.93 7.22 -.29
7.78 8.18 -.40 44g.90 8.29 -.39

7.12 7.74 -.62 7.64 7.95 -.31
8.11 8.76 +.65 9.01 8.91 *.VG.

7.10 7.51 -.41 7.55 7.69 -,14
9.13 g.12 +.01 9.41 9.30 +.11

7.43 7.72 -.29 7.64 7.91 -.27
9.33 9.47 -.14 9.55 9.68 -.0

6.63 7.08 -.45 6.86 7.23 +.37:
7.95 8.31 +136 8.14 8.43 -.29

5.95 ,6.80 -.85 6.53 6.93 -.40
7.16 7.77 -.63 7.24 ... 7,83 -.59

7.12 7,42 -.30 7.27 7.60 -.33
8.93 9.15 -.22 8.92 9.33 -.41

. , +

*'87.970

7.73 -.26 7.62 7.93 -.31
\9.21 -.31 9.05 9.40 -.35

6.42. 7.04 -.62 6.55 7.19 +.64 *
8.04 8.63 -.59 8.29 8.77 -.48

7.19 7.62 -.43 7.65 , 7.81 -.16
8.81 9.26 -.45 9.06 9.45 -.39

6.60 ' 7.10 -.50 6.91 7.26 -.35
8.00' 8.17 -.17 8.08 8.28 . -.20

7.71 . 8.04 -.33 7.90 8.26 +.36,
9.25 9.34 -.09 9.14 9,54 +.4.,-

6.45 6.72: -.27 ,6.71 6.85 -.14
8.16 8441 -.25 7.98 8.53 -.55

.

.

7.72 7.36 -.14 7.00 7.54 -.54
8.47 8.80 0 -.33 8.67 8.95 -.28

6.15 6.73 -.58 6.30 6.86 -.56
7.60 7.88 +428 7.90 7.95 -.05

6.97 7.12 -.15 7.21 7.28 -.07
8.47 8.94 -.47 8.99 9.11 -.12

,

6.84 7.53 -.69 7.32 7.72 -.40
8.21 8.58 +.37 8.77 8.72 +.05

7.21 7.61 -.40 7.43 7.80 -.37
8.39 8.80 +.41 8.35 8.95 -.60

6.70 7.08 +.38 6.97 7.23 -.26

11.32 8.26 +.06 8.11 8.37 -.26

4.31 TOO' -.69 6.56 7.15 -.59

7.80 , 8.16 -.36 8.02 8.25 -,23

(*) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS ABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.18 Queen Anne's County

Introduction

Queen Anne's County is committed Loth ethically and
academically to providing the opportunity for all of its citizens
to become capable, independent learners. The assurance that the
county is maintaining its educational system within the parameters
delineated by this commitment is gained through the continuous

'evaluation of our educational programs.

Two ofthe instruments used by Queen Anne's-County --
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the Cognitive Abilities
Test (CAT) -- are prescribed by the Maryland Accountability Pro-,

gram. This narrative will address itself primarily to the re-
sults of this testing program. It is reiterated here that these
tests represent only one of a multitude of assessment criteria
employed to measure how successful our county has been in attain-
ing its g9.9ls and those set forth by the st?te.
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A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Based upon the statewide goals in reading, writing, and
mathematics adopted by the Maryland State Board of Education, Queen
Anne's County developed and adopted its systemwide goals in these
areas during Year I of the accountability program. These goals were
inclupd within the Year I narrative report. The remainder of
Year I was spent in the establishment of local schoo,1 objectives.
Each principal worked Closely with his =cher staff in establishing
levels of measurable objectives appropriate for the developmental
levels'of the children'served. The attainment of these objectives
would be accepted as evidence that the student has progressed satis-
factorily within the goals set be the state/county. Following this
intense activity, the objectives developed by each local school were
submitted to the central office instructional staff under the di-
rection of the Direciarbf Curricul?m and Instruction. This review
committee used two basic criteria in determining the acceptabil-
ity of the objectives.developed: We're the objectives stated be-
haviorally in appropriate format? Were the objectives legitimate
for'the goal area and the population-served? Objectives not meet-
ing these atandards of criteria were returned to their authors with
appropriate explanations regarding any necessary revisions. At the
beginning or-Year II, all schools in Queen Anne's County had all of
their objecties reviewed sand approved. Catalogues of exemplary
objectives for each developmental level under each county goal are
being developed. One for reading in Grades K-4 has been completed
and distributed to all elementary schools within the county. Once
completed, all catalogues will be made available to all schools
for further study and work.

B. Loyal Assessment Activities

Currently, the state testing programs require that the
following be administered: -

General

Grades 3,f, 7, 9 -- Iowa Tests of basic Skills

'Grades 7, 11 -- Maryland Basic Skills Reading

Early Identification

K, 1 -- Parent Interview Checklist

Systematic'Teacher Observation Instrument

Cognitive Skill Assessment Battery

Classroom Behavior Inventory'
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. Title I ,
Pre-Test Post-Test

K, Metropolitan Readiness A F

Metropolitan Readiness F P-I

Metropolitan Readiness P-I P-II

Metropolitan Readiness P-II Elem-F
Elem.-F Elem-G

1,
I

4-

i

2 ",

3,

Special'Education

Intellect limited -- WISC

Specific learning disabilities -- Slingerland,
language disability; Wepman, pre-reading, auditory
discrimination; Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude

County educators are in the'process'of attempting to
determine how thege various test results may be best utilized in
assessing the attainment of system goals. In addition to these non-
related state-required testing programs, our school level objec-
tives are specific enough to allow the school level administrator/
teacher to assess the student's ability to perform the'required
behavior and determine the need for program modification. Fur-
ther assessment of these school level results will be utilized by
curriculum committees operating at the county level to further
analyze county programs and recommend any modifications necessary
to ensure that each student be provided with the skills necessary
to enable him togobtain success within the definition of each ob-

.

jective.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment 'Results

Last spring, in compliance with the accountability
program and in accordance with the guidelines set forth in'-the
accoOntabil,ity handbook developed by the state, the ITBS dnd the
CAT wereiadministered to students throughout Queen Anne's County
in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9. The student populatiop was different
from that tested in Spring 1974; therefore, no legitimate com-
parison of the academic progress of the baseline population can 4

be made at this time. At'the conclusion of the Spring 1976 test-
ing, a comprehensive analysis can be made of curriculum strengths
apd weaknesses in relation to Ahe student progress with specified
goal parameters.

County educators, however, are investigating the dif7
ference between the predicted levels of achievement by both popu-
lations and their actual achievement. This analysis will be, used
to make some generalizations concerning program adjustment. For
the most part, schobls are again scoring within one'standard de-
viation of the state average scores for each subtest. Those
scores that are two or more standard deviations from the state
average are under investigation to ascertain cause.

117
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D. Program Modification Activities

The results of the Spring 1974-75 ITBS co tin es
to support belief in the stability of the educational sys em at
all levels within Queen Anne's County. While the res't's of the
mathematics scores are not significant in thethselves, do
support the recent decision to pilot some new approac o mathe-
matics within the county. An attempt is being made to ovide a
curriculum that adequately blends both the understanding found
in the "new math" with the skill profidiency found inthe ld
math." This blend is, necessary if stuknts are to achieve m-
petence wi him the goals set forth by county 'anctthe sta e
for mathe tics .

Further analysis of these test results have ind cated
that minor adjustments in course sequencing will afford students'
a better op ortunity to share progress in achieving county goals
as measured Ny-the ITBS. Upon the receipt of the Spring 1976
test results, the county will undertake a pmprehensive.analysip
of all programs-in relation to student progfess.

a

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Queen Anne's is a typical small county with limited
financial and human resources. It is, therefore, limited in the
amount Of time that can be devoted to the development of assess-
ment instruments and still meet the ongoing requirements of
running an edu6ational systqm.

F. General ComMents

Goals to be accomplished provide the foundation for
any worthwhile instructional program. Beneficial changes in the
instructionalgrogram may result from the assessment of progress
toward those goals. However, it is paramount that ass4spment
supersede the program. It is, therefore, imperative that the
state assume leadership in coordinating and limiting stater
required assessment instruments and their administration.

4
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QUEE ANNE'S COUNTY

TABLE '11. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES. PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

0

.

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

' (3)
,

PERU NT
DISADVANTAGED

' SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

16k04325 $9.491 17.1

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE DR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.5 10.6

2. SCHOW,_CHARACTERISTICS (AS_OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(e)

AVERAGE SALARY
OFtSCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

19)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10) .

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

4,643 $10.43* $17,357 8.6 17.2

(111

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

.

,

, (13)

ATTENDANCE
RAPE

16.0 18.8 93.8%

C. fINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES .FOr

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

.OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$984.19 $689.68 70.1% $15.50

(10
PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(II)
PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

1.6% $5.02 , 0.5%

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE.STANDARD AGE
'SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND. BY GRADE*

SKILL
ARFAS

11)

rnAnr

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
rNum 1 r n

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
1,,,,,,

14)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
it ..11 r1

. 15)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
Kam(..)

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(11

' (7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EOUZVALENT
SCORES'i

*,

II

,STANDARD
DEVIATION

r.' 1

'v 4, .744 **SIN*
(1)

VOCABULARY

.. . Ail 't 441A1000

3

Ur lki.*440304:4
318

...

9b,54

re.0

5

*0 ..44 .40 i 4 . «tie

3.24

d. .
1.050/.9 15,45

5 392 89.03 4 101.1 14.76 4.96' 1.47

7 398 94.72' 3 100.8 14.08 6.7 1,76

473 67..5 1 46.6 14.83 7,95

3.30

51168

1.98

1.15

1.49

':. *'.4.1tIlk,,NIfeti,
3

).-r;.;. 'ftwoNfiretk4 ,-,4101#434,:$4,
318 96.54

qfik

5
(.2I

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

97.9 15.45
1111

14.765 392 89.03 4 101.1

7 398 94.72 3 100.8 14.08

14.837

6.83 1.64

9 4 473 67.65 1 46.6 7.92 2.05

.- . r, -..yPek

(3)

SPELLING

4.1.-*. .::41011koikr..,,A-000400~.44,,.. Amioiltattifox,.
96.54 5

. v,,.
97.9

08111101H401."
( 15.45

'''' 'il
4.10

', ' ,
.6,4r,,,s4A%

1.323 318

5 392 89.03 4 *101.1 14.76 5.44 1.17

7 398
:

94.72 3 100.8 14.08 7.09 1.90

9 473 67.65 1 96.6 14.83 .9 2.23

141

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 319 96.54 5 97.9 15.45 3.97 1.31

5 392 , 89.. 03 4 101.1 14.76 5.49 1.56

7 398 94.72 3 100.8 14.08 6.98 1.92

9 473 67.65 1 96.6 14.83 8.07 2.23

151
4

PUNCTUATION

3 311 96.54 5 97.9 15.45 4.06 1.43

5 392 89.03 4 101.1 14.76 5.60 1.63

7 398 94.72 3 100.8 14.08 6.92 1.93

9 473 67.65 1 96.6 14.83 7.95 2.15

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TAZILE.
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD' AG
SCORES AND ACADEMICACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS GRADE

16)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

318

LANGUAGE 5

USAGE

13) 14)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
ILSIED

96.54

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED'

5

15)

...AVERAGE

STANDARD
AGE

SCORE
(SAS)

97.9,

392 9.03 4

7

9

39

473

94.72

6.7.65

17)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3

5

7

318 96.54

392

398

473
14E4 "-

:4144465,tii. 4"." 134
Idl 110

MATHEMATICAL 5
CONCEPTS

7

392 .

39

(91

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

9 473

3 314

5 392

89.03

94.72

67.55

90.)4

89.03

94.72

67.65

96.h4

101.1

100.8

96.6

97.9

101.1

3 100.8

16

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

15.45

14:7

14.08

14.83

15.45

14.76

14.08

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

96,6 14.83

4

3

5

-1--
101.1 14.76

0100.8 08

89.03 4

3.48

5.29

6.73

7.99

3.90

5.45

6.93

(a

STANDARD.
DEVIATION

15E4

1.33

1.67

1.79

2.24

1.17

1.48

1.62

88.07

:

5.27 1.23

96.6

97.9

101.1

6.91 1.55

14.83 .29 1.86

15.45 3.33 .96

14.76 5.20

39 94.72 3 100.8 14.08

1.31

653 1.61

9 473 67.65

(lo)

d'

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3

7

318

392

398

96.54

89.03

94.72

1 9c6 14.83 .17 1.93

5

4

3

97.9

101.1,

100.8

9 473 67.65 1 06,6

15.45

14.76

14.08

" 14.83

3.39 .88

5.23

6.72

8.23

.o .4. - -*(114 ° ' 10P3

SEE-CHAPTER 3, PAGES 6 .-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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I.

QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

TABLE 2'A. SYSTEM LEVEL' COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR I I (1974 -1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVER-AGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - i974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

3 o 98,0 97,9

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

5

7

99,1

99,3-

97,1

100,8

96.6

Pliovitte lievorkr, ....Ideto.

3.31

VOCABULARY
5

7

READING

COMPREHENSION

3

4.88

6,54,

8,18.

3,33

5.24

4,96

6:73

7.95

3.30

5

7

5a8, 5.08

6,83

7,92

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3,80 3.90

5,35 5.45

7 6,97 6,93

8,26

.pteot*Pf,'.. .41104g;44:.

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3,42

5,21

6,84

8.07

3.39

5,23

6.72

9 8,15 8,23

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71. FOR DEFINITION'OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE,

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

CS
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY (CENTREVILLE PRIMARY QUEEN 4NNE'S. COUNTY HIGH)

TABLE,3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

QUEEN ANNE'S 1

..

.:W SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

lif
PERCENT -. '.-1,PEIICENT

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE 'YE,4(04,,,'0 *TOP PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCEI Y:ki,:#045TER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- VAN- TION OF INCOME
TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER

,. 4P
ADMINt

DEGREE
OR'ADOVEZATION MENT RATIO DANCE TAGED MOTHER IS/

SCHOOL NAME 111 121 131 141 151 161 171 101 (9) 1101 1111 112/

CENTREVILLE' PRIMARY

CHURCH 11,4LL

K-3 372 20.1 93.2 17.5 1.0 14.2 15.0 8.1 16.8 11.1 8102

K-5 164 16.4 96.2 9.0 1.0 5.6 14.5 20.0 13.4 10.3 7900

GRASONVILLE PRIMARY K-4 229 17.6 95.7 12.0 1.0 12.0 13.6 7.7 32.6 10.0 6789

. .

A.

KENNARD INTERMEDIATE 4-6 505 18.0 95.6 26.0 2.0 7.7 20.0 10.7 19.4 10.7 7176

KENT ISLAND ELEM K-4 418 22.6 95.2 17.5 1.0 3.7 23.0 5.4 9.4 10.6 101458

SUDLERSVILLE ELEM K-4 348 18.8 95.9 17.5 1.0 9.6 18.0 4.4 17.0 10.3 7209

STEVENSVILLE MIDDLE 5-8 364 18.2 .94.9 144140 1.0 6.3 10.5 25.0 9.4 10.8 10,458

SUDLERSVILLE MIDDLE' 5-8 359 18.9 95.5 18.0 1.0 7.3 22.0 10.5 17.5 10.3 7209

CENTERVILLE MIDDLE 7.-8 439 18.3 94.7 22.9 1.0 9.1 16.6 16.7 20.1 10.6 7778

1

QUEEN ANNES COUNTY HIGH 9-12. 1,445 18.9 90.7 73.5 3.0 .10.9 18.8 35.3 17.1 10.5 8209

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY (CENTREVILLE PRIMARY QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY'HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

SKILL AREAS

QUEEN ANNL5 COUNTY
SCHOOL SybILm VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHCMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAM. GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE NARY- DIFFER- AvEpAGL MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- 51rFrR-

LAND_ Eva. CNCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE IN24 GE NORM GE NORM
.

cENTREViLLL PRIMARY 3 98.1 3.25 3.41, -.16 3.31 3.47 -.16 3016 3.86 00 3.27 3.50 -.23
. 1.

CHURCH HILL ELEm 3 102.3 3.84 3.68 .16 3.91 3.75 .16 4.52 4.13 .39 3.65 3.75 .13
5 95.3 4.72 4.70 .02 5.01 4.71 .24 5.55. 5.01 .54 5.33 5.01 .32

GRASONVILLL PRIMARY 3 97.2 2.71 3.35 -.64 2.81 3.41 -.60 , 3.73 4iiib ';,..07 3.27 ,3.45 -.la

KENNARD INIERNEDIATE 5 101.6 4.98. 5.26 -,28 5.20 5.30 -.10 5.69' '5.54 .15 5.20 4.
A
5..51 -.31

KENT ISLAND ELEm 3 96.6 3.45 3.32 .13 3.43 3.37 .06 3.94 3.76 .ift 3.50 4r:41 :09 ..,

SUOLERSVILLE ELEm 3 97.9 3.15 3.40 -.25 3.24 3.46 -.22 3.53 3.84 -.01 3.35 1').Z 3.49 '-.14

siEvENsviLLE mioOLE 5 99.0 4.97
7.22

5.tb -.13 4.95 5.15 't...20 5.05 5.39 -.34 5.19 5.37 k -.18

7 101.1 6.85 .37 7.21 6.07 34 6.91 6.97 -.06 7.11 7.12 -.01

/

7 100.0 6.74 6.73 4.01 6.90 b.76 +.14 7.26 6.87 +.39 6.97 7.00 -.03 '

5.70 .34e
SUOLEKSVILLE MIDDLE 5 104.0' 4.97 5.47 -.50, 5.01 5.50 -.49 5.45 5.74 -.29 5;32 0 ...

uNTRLViLLL mina 7 !101.0 6.56 6.04 -.20 6.67 6.96 -.14 6.506.06 -.19 6.82

+.11

7.11 -.61

8.QUEEN ANNE5 CO HIGH 9 96.6 7.95 7.00 .Dy 7.92 7.01 07 7.93 .14 8.23 8.01 .22

J.

11.

SES CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 0) ACCOMPANYING ',DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCDRES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.'

ti
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMAT;ON

4.2.19 St. Mary's County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

The primary emphasis'of the accountability effort in
St. Mary's County over the past two year has been in the -area
of develOping program goals an objectives. This effort began
in the spring, of 1974 with the establishment of a local ACco4nta-
bility Task Force chaired by the DirectOr of Instruction and con-
sisting of instructional supervisors and the Coordinator of
Accountability. In order to. comply with the State Board of
Education's plan to implement the accountability law; the task

force established a timetable of' activities that began. in
September 1974 and concluded with the submission of final drafts
of school objectives. to the task force,..in April 1975. All

schools in the county complied with the schedule outlined in

the timetable. Each school prinCipal decided how to'best approach,

the objectiye writing task. However, in the larger schools,

committee were generally selected and reported periodically to

the total staff. In the smaller schools individual teachers
usually wrote objectives in each of the three skill areas for
the grade level that they taught. All teachers in the system
Were involved, to some degree, in the objective writing process.
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6

In order to atSist'scho61 staffs:, the-ACcountability
Task Forcepublished a catalog of example school objectives in
lOctoberfl974 arid established guidelines forthe objectives to be
submitted by school committees. Membert of the task fOrce Mets*
_with school faculties and committees during the -Fall and Winter
to discuss tile catalog and guidelines and to review and react to
drafts of school objectives. As 4 result of this. process-, the
obiectives for reading, writing, and mathematics in all.schools
conform to the guidelines established by the,task force and re-
flect realistic objectives for each school in St. Mary's Corinty.

o

A good example of the process used by latger. elementary
:schools in selecting and writing objectives is that employed at
the.Piney Point Elementary School. At this schooleteachers who
worked on the catalog, -of :example objectIves were asked by. the
principal to serve as chairpersons of the'three school committees.'
The remaining, metbe4s of the. school faculty were then,asked to

'serve on one of the. three comet ttees during the school. year. In
late. September,;the committees Met_andreViewed the catalog of
example obiectives in the: light of available assessment informa-

'tion aborit the student populat12bn of Piney Point. As a result
of this review, a decision was made concerning the appropriate-

.-ness of the c4talog objectives. In some instances, for' example,
theproposed Objectives'were rewritten to reference grade level
other than. that prOposed,in the. catalog.

Following this activity, a format was agreed upon fot
listing the school level objectives. The three committees then
selected or Wtote objectives; addressing each of the county goals
for reading, writing, and mathematics.

After the objectives had been drafted', committee
chairpersons.met with the principal to determine whether or
'not county goals had been adequately addressed. Since' this
analysis suggetted that,some of the county goalS did not have
a sufficient number of corresponding school objectives,. the
committees met and revised the objective'S as necessary. This
revised version was then submitted to the entire faculty for
further,, review. In February, the school's objectives were.sub7
mitte&-al, the systeth- Accountability Task Force for review. The
objectives were returned to the school with comments.and sugges-
tions and the final draft, incorporating, the suggestions of the
task force, wa'Ssubmitted in April 1975.

Local Assessment Activities

P In addition to the tests administered as part of the
accountability effort, St. Mary's County uses a variety of
standardized and locally developed assessment instruments to
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evaluate student readiness and progress in four countywide pro-
grams. These programs and the assessment instruments u'sed in-

clude:

9

A school readiness and reading readiness testing
program for entering first grade students. The

4
instruments used in this progkam are the Lee-Clark
Reading Readiness Test and the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Test.

An Early Identification Program to identify and
provide immediate program modification for students
in kindergarten and first grade who have a learning
disability. Two screening instruments are used for
all students entering kindergarten or first grade
as'a part of this pibgram -- the Parent Interview
Checklist and-the Maryland Systematic Observation
Instrument.

A Title I program for educationally deprived
students attending 10 public and three private
elementary schools. Students involved in this
program are administered appropriate levels of
the reading subtests of the Stanford Achievement
Test Battery as pre- and post-measures of reading
achievement.

The St. Mary's*County Reading Skills Test, a
locally developed test administered twice yearly
to Selected students in Grades K-5. This instru-
ment serves as both a diagnostic test and a mastery
test, measuring a student's attainment of skills
in five areas -- vocabulary, comprehension, oral
exprpssion, word attack skills, and perceptive
skills.

1;776

.4 ecountywide program to evaluate the effectiveness
of the middle'schoolpyears and to provide current

test information for placement of students in high

school prOgrams. As part of this program, a number

of subtests of Form 6 of the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS) are administered to eighth grade stu-
dents in the spring of each year.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The average scores reported on the following pages,'
while computed on a different student population, are quite
similar to those, reported in the 1974 report. In most instances,
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the achievement scores vary a month or less and the SAS scores
vary about one point. These similarities seem to reflect a
similar student population in those grades tested.

While there has been considerable emphasis in St. Mary's
County on the various skills measured by the ITBS, and on pro-
gram development and modification in reading, writing, and mathe-
matics, these emphases do not appear to have had a significant
impact on the test scores reported the second year. A similar
picture is found in statewide scores,"siaggesting.that the ITBS
may not be s itive to the kinds of changes that are being
made in St. Mar County and other subdivisions across the
state.'

D. Program Modification Activities'"

Program modification activities in St. Mary's County
have been confined primarily to the subject areas'of reading,
writing, and mathematics. Each school's staff, under the prin-
cipal's direction, has completed an analysis of the accounta-
bility assessment information from both "tie 1974 and 1975 tests.
From this analysis, program changes arid emphases have been and'
are being implemented to meet the particular needs of the stu-
dents in each school.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

The specific needs identified on pages 4-419 and 4-420
of the Maryland Accountability Program Report -- School Year 1973-
1974 included:

Funds to provide for 12-month employment of all
or most teachers. This additional time would be
used to write objectives, plan programs, and
carry out a continuing review and and re-evalua-
tion of the program.

Funds to provide a full-time staff in the areas
of research, evaluation, and accountability.

Funds.to pay substitutes, and to provide travel .

expenses for teachers and administrators to visit
exemplary schools identified by the assessment
component of the accountability program.
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A

Funds to pay teac hers, students, and parents as
participants in workshops designed to aid schools /

in carrying out the six steps required in the

accountability legislation.

These needs could all be subsumed under a general need

for funds to accomplish the mandate of the accountability legisla-

tion. Until accountability gains higher priority in both local

and state budgets, these and other similar needs will-not be

adequately addressed.

01*
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY

TABIE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. cOMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS ^,4

fl

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

h

(2)
MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3),
4,PERCENT

DISADVANTAGED .
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

49.229
'

89071 18.8

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR 'OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

12.1 12.1 '

3. 3CHO0H. CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER. 1974)

(A)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(a)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

..,

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

12.079 810,229 816,677 6.9 17.e

(ll)

,- PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL /STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

19.9: 19.3 94.0E

C. FINANCIA CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES,

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

. FOR INSTRUCTION

(10

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PERPUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE.
ADMINISTRATION

8922.74 6644.06 70.0X $24.39

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

2.6X 810.13 1.1X

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY^IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL'AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
ARIAS

'1114"N$4,Y4.4 fir,'.t41.1.1.414

(1)

VOCABULARY-

121

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

11)

CRAPF
te.'11.N~,t,

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
(Nr2DrIED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
r,r'n

14)

NUMBER OF
SCHNOLS
TrCIID

.

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD'

AGE
SCORES
("4".)

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

("I'll

17)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
( el )

(a)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

f'. I) I

4 , 5..

907

' :,:,7=27r.,==.4.62azz==samt==ism.
95.81. lb

.. .wwwirr.

95.9 15.88 3.16 1.08

5 1027 96.30 16 99.1 16.44 5.02 1,57

,
/ 967 96.48 4 100.2 16.31 6.50 1,87

'-`11.-'.
9

'
1nn9 P7.01 2 99.3 17.23 7.82

,

2.20=., 777
5

---3:1=.
907 95.59 16 95.9 15.88 3.29 - i 1.16

5 1027 95.81 16 99.1 16.44 5.12 1.52

7 967 95.45 4 100.2 16.31 6.76 1.67
.

9 1045 87,78 2 99.3

95.9

.23

15.88

7.97

3.76

1.98

1.32907 94.82 16(3)

SPELLING

3

5 1027 ?5.91 16
..

99.1 16.44 5.30 1.77 ..

7 967 '4.69 4 100.2 16.31 6.61 2.01

9 1045 82.39 2 99.3. 17.23 7.76 2,43

14)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 907 95.92 16 95.9 15.88 3.55 1.24

5 1027 96.30 16 99.1 16.44 5.37 1.60

7" 967 96.38 4 100.2 16.31 6.50 1.94

9 . 1045 82.30 2 99.3 17.23 7.71 2.41

15)

PUNCTUATION

3 907 95.92 16 95.9 15.88 3.67 1.36

5 1027 96111
0

16 99.1. 16.44 5.35

--,

1.57

7
967 96.38 4 100.2 16.31 6.33 1.95

9 1045 82.49 2 99.3 17.23 7.568 2.36

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY.

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

16,

SKILL'
AREAS

(11

GRADE

121 -

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

(31

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

141

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

(61

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
IGEI

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 907 95.59 16 95.9 15.08 3.48 1.27

5 1027 96.20 16 99.1 16.44 5.25 1;74

967 95.76 4 100.2 16.31 6.80 1.97

9 1045 84.11 2 99.3 17.23 1.82 2.24

17)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

3 907 96.25 16 95.9 15,88 3.63 1.14

5 1027 96.69 16 99.1 16.44 5.33 1.44

7 967' 97.10 4 100.2 16.31 6.56 1.70

9

3

1045 85,07 2 99.3 17,23 7,72

0
3.31

2.11
1 or...tomov..

.98
.1. 11PNA
Id)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

i t';`"'Ne1811001,00
14"1"1"1"' '''.41;'41,1**0*,

907 96.47 16 95.9 15.88

5 1027 96.30 16 99.1 16.44 5.39 1.36

7 967 95.24 4 100.2 16.31 6.86 1.55

9 1045 83.06 2 99.3 17.23 8.31 1.90

(91

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 907 96.03 16 95.9 15.08 3.33 1.04

1027 96.30 16 99.1 16.44 5.27 1.35

7 967 96.17 4 100.2 16.31 6.49 1.65

9 1045 83.35 2 99.3 17.23 8.06 3f.98

1101

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 907 96.47 16 95,9 15.88 3.34 .95

5 1027 96.30 16 99,1 16.44 5.36 1.27

7 967 96.28 4 100.2 16.31 6,73 1.48

1045 83.44 2 99,3 17,23 8.21 1p84

- , :$0401.?1,-,""*. *i4114100*-zroW ..44qq-.. :4V"=inlerr.....22=11=ALMZEMELIE:11

SE AFTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL --"COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

3 98,7

NONVERBAL

ABILITY
100.3

100,9

VOCABULARY

READING

COMPREHENSION

98,6

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 1975

95,9

99,1,

111/V
99,3

Air .4.116Vt-'

3,29 3,16

5 5,14 5,02

6,47 6,50 .

9'

3

7.82 7,82

3,38

5 5,26

6,75

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

8.01

3,73

3,29

5,12

6,76

7,97

3,63

5 5.37 5,33

7 6,61 6,56

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

7,77 7,72

3 3,46 3,34

5 5,36

6,73

9 8.15 8.21

5,47

6.98

SEE CHAPTER 31 PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TADLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO RE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFCRENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.



ST. MARY'S COUNTY (BANNEKER GREAT MILLS SR HIGH)

TABLE.:3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY-AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

.-._,

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGF AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE
ORGANI-

SCHOOL
ENROLL-

PUPIL/
STAFF

DAILY
ATTEN

. TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S
DEGREE

DISAD-
VAN-

(DUCA-.
TION OF

FAMILY,
INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER 110
SCHOOL NAME 11) (21 13) (4) 15/ IG/ 17/ COI , (9) 110) 1111 (12I

BANNEKER K-5 460 20.3 95.7 21.7 1.0 7.3 39.0 12.5 20.0 12.0 0492

DYNARD PRE 2 -5 296 15.6 96.2 15.7 0.0 8.5 0.0 2.1 0.0 10.5 6.062

FRANK KNOX K-5 484 25.1 95.9 18.3 1.0 9.6 15.0 11.8 5.3 12.3 8249

GEORGE W CARVER 289 20.9 95.6 12.8 1.0 6.1 7.0 25.3 25.7 NA NA

GREAT MILLS 168 20.3 94.6 7.3 1.0 17.3 6.0 48.3 18.9 12.2 8569

*

GREENVIEW KNOLLS K-5 556 24.7 95.5 21.5 1.0 16.5 13.8 18.5 11.2 12.2 8213

HOLLYWOOD K -5 219 2141 96.1 9.4 1.0 11.1 17.0 23.1 15.5 11.6 8206

LEXINGTON PARK K-5 418. 21.7 95.9 10.3 1.0 9.1 31.0 13.0 4.9 12.3 8249

MECHANIC LE PRE K-5 400 21.7 95.3 16.4 2.0 5.1 8.5 5. 28.8 10.7 8003

OAKVILLE 1-5 275 22.5 96.7 11.2 ' 1.0 4.9 8.0 16.3 18.2 11.4 8245

TARKIFALL PRE K-5 422 20.5 94.8 19.5 1.0 5.1 10.0 12.2 16.3 12.1 8220

PINEY POINT PRE K-5 486 22.1 97.0 21.0 1.0 7.3 12.0 16.7 16.5 5201 9244

RIDGE K-5 243 17.9 95.3 12.6 1.0 9.2 30.0 22:1 19.6 12.0 8194

TOWN CREEK K-5 324 22.9 96.7 13.1 1.0 11.8 10.0 31.7 10.0 12.3 8248

WHITE MARSH 52,5 23.3 95.8 12.9 1.0 6.1 46.0 14.3 26.6 10.8 8227

ESPERANZA 6-8 715 17.0 94.4 39.5 2.5 7.7 12.4 23.8 16.0 12.2 8549

o .4

LEONARDTOWN K-8 834 20.4 95.8 30.9 2.0 11.8 21.3 14.7 -15.7. 12.1 8965

1

MARGARET BRENT JR HIGH 6-8 827 18.4 93.6 42.5 2.5 8.1 25.4 15.5 29.2 10.9 7626

,

SPRING RIDGE. MIDDLE 6-8 , 896 10.9 94.8 44.0 2.5 6.5 17.9 12:7 13.9 NA NA

CHOPTICON SR HIGH 9-.12 10577 21.3 86.9 69.0 4.0 7.9 16.5 21.7 26.8 11.6 8154

GREAT MILLS SR HIGH 0.12 10540 20.0 92.0 72.8 4.0 8.0 15.9 26.0 10.4 12.2 0355

SEE CHAPTER 30 PAGES 72.43. FOR DellymoN OF'TERMS AND SOURCFS OF DATA PROVIDCD IN THIS TABLE.
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ST. MARY'S COUNTY 1AANNEKER - GREAT*MILLS SR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVEKAGE"GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES,'BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE ATA nom N2,, ,,k9A ..§F;c1j1F,§* ;KILL APLAS

ST MARYS COUNTY °

SCHOOL SYSI Lo4
vocAnutARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL ATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME TRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

ISANNEKER 3 96.5 3.10 3.31
5 97.2 4.80 4.87

....

DYNARD 3 87.5 2.80 2.73
5 93.7 4.70 4.56

FRANK KNOX 3 95.9 3.10 3.27
5 I04.6..." 5.10 5.53

GEORGL W CARVER 3 . 99.3 3.50 3.49
5 102.7 5.20 5.36

GREAT MILLS 3 100.2 3.50 3.55
5 95.5 4.60 4.72

,

GREENVIEW KNOLLS 3 97.2 3.30 3.35
5 101.2 5.40 5.23

HOLLYWOOD 3 100.0 3.20 3.04
5 103.3 4.70 5.41

*LEXINGTON PARK 3 98.1 3.50 3.41
5 102.7 5.80 5.36

MECHANICSVILLE 3 96.1 3.10 3.28
5 96.2 4.80 4.78 ,

OAKvILLE 3 89.7 2.80 2487
5 944 4.70 4.59

PARKHALL 3 94.0 3.30 3.15
5 102.3 4.50 5.32

PINEY POINT 3.00
5 9 .2 5.00 4.96

RIDGE 97.8 3.40 3.39
95.5 4.30 4.72

TOWN CREEK 3 103.7 3.50 3.77

5 102.9 5.90 5.38

WHITE MARSH 97.4 2.90 . 3737,

95.9 5.00 4.76

ESPERANZA .r 7 103.0 6.90 7.16

LLOHARDTOWN 3 97.2 3.19 3.35
5 99.3 4.90 5.06
7 102.7 6.90 7.03

MARGARET ORENT JR HI 7 95.7 5.90 6.27

. . .

SPRING RIDGE MIDDLE 7 100.0 6.50 6.73

CIIOPTICON SR HIGH 9 97.6 7.30 7.99

GREAT MILLS SR HIGH 9 100.8 8.30 8.36

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-
ENCE ' LAID

GE NOUN

tc;
-t.21 t 3.30 3.36
-.07 5.00 4.93

.07 3.10 2.76

.14 4.90 4.63

ts-.17 3.20 3.32
-.43' 4.90 5.55

.01 3.50 3.55
-.16 5.50

-,05 3.40 3.61
-.12 4.60 4.78

-.05 3.30 3.41
.17 5.50 5.27

-.34 3.30 3.60
-.71 5.20 5.44

.119 3.66 3.47
4.44 5.80 5.39

-.18 3.30 3.34
.02 4.90 4.84

-.07 3.00
2.914.11 4.80 4.66

.15 3.10 3.20
-.82 4.70 5.36

71.00: Ng
3.13
5,014

,i

.01 3.40 /3.45
-.42 4.40 ,4.78

-.27 3.70 3405
.52 5.80 5.41

3.42
/ 4.02

/.150,...

-.16 3.50
-.16 5.00 5.11
-.13 6.80 7.03

-.37 6.30 6.33

-.23 6.80 6.76

-.69 7160 7.93

-.06 8,30 8.30

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

.44
GE .

MARY-.
LAND
NORM

DIFFER..
VICE

-.06 3.40 3.75 4..35 3.30 3.41 -.11

+.07 5.30 5.17 41:13 5.20 5.16 4.04

.34 3.40 3.15 +.25 3.00 * 2.89 +.11
+.27 5.30 4.88 4.42 5.10 4.08 .22

-.12 3.40 3.71 ic,..31 3.30 3.37 -.07
-.65 5.40 5.79 -.39 5.60 5.75 -.15

-.05 3.90 3.94 -.04 3.40 3.57 -.17
4.11 5.70 5.63 +.07 5.90 5.60 .30

-.21 3.80 ' 4.00 -.20 3.50 3.62 -.12
-.18 5.10 5.03 .07 5.30 5.03 +.27

-.11 3.70 3.80 -.10 3.40 3:45 -.05
+.23 5.30 5.50 -.20 5.50 5.46 +.02

-.30 3.50 3.98 -.4,1 ' 3.30 3.61 -.31
-.24 568 ' -.SF 5.60 5.65 -.05

:::: 3.86 4.04 3.60 3.50 +.10

.41 5.80 5.63 +.17 5.90 5.60 +.30

-.04 3.70 3.72 -.02 3.40 3.39 +.01

.06 5.10 5.09 .01 4.90 5.08 -.18

4.4.13111

3.30 -.10 3.20 3.02 .18
Z.V0 4.90 .00 ,5.00 4.9i. .09

-.10 3.90 3.58 4.32 3.30 3.26 4.04

-.66 5.60 5.60 +.00 5.20 0.51 -.37

-.03 .

44.19

3.60
5.sn

'''IL. 3.52
5.25

.08
4.05

3.20
5.10

3.21
5.24

.4.01
-.14

-.05 3.90 3.84 .06 3.40 3.48 -.08 .

-.3n 4.90 5.03 -.13 4.90 5.03 -.13

4..15 3.90 4.23 -.33 3.60 3.83 -.23
4.39 5.90 5.65 4.25 5.80 5.62 4.18

-.32 3.70 3.81 -.11 3.40 3.46 -.06
4,18 5.20 5.06 .14 5.30 5.06 +.24

405 6.80 7.24 f.44 7.22 7.40 -.18

+.O7 3.60 3.80 44.20 3.40 3.45 -.05
.4.11 5.20 5.35 -.15 5.40 5.33 +.07
-.23 7.10 7.12 -.02 7.10 7.28 -.18

-.OS 6.10 6.46 -.36 6.20 6.56 -.36

4.04 6.50 6.87 -.37 6.60 7.00

14..33 7.40 8.03 -.63 8.00 8.11 .4.11

+.00 . 8.00 8.34 -.34 0.40 0.46

SEE CHAPTER St PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TIRMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK Is) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, ANS413 5
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL dcHooi, SYSTEM LEVEL r- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION'

4.2.20 Somerset County ,

A. Present Status of the Accountability,. Program

The system goals and objectives for reading, writing, and
mathematics were developed during the. 1974-75 school year by a
committee, appointed in each of the three skill areas. The committees'
members consisted of teachers, school administrators, and instruc-

,
tion1,1 supervisors who completed the system goals and objectives
unde!' the direction of the Local Coordinator for Accountability.
These goals and objectives were approved by the LocaliGuperintendent
and the Mail/land State Department of Education; and appear in the
Maryland Accountability Program Report, 1973-74.

Principals and instructional supervisors met with the '

Local Coordinator to discuss the development of school goals and

, objectives in August 1974. Procedures for accomplishing this task
were suggested. Orientation sessions for teachers were held at the
school level, and by October each faculty had been difided into
three committees -- one for reading, one for writing and one for

mathematics. The committees at each school reported to the entire
faculty approximately once a month to review and revise the goals

431
455



and objectives that had been developed. A_member of the Local
Coordinator's team was present at these sessions.

Rough drafts from every school were reviewed by the
Local Coordinator for Accountability and by central office personnel.
Each principal had a followup conference with the Local Coordinator
to discuss suggestions for improvement and revision. Supervisors
were assigned to assist individual committees who needed or'

,requested help. Finalized versions of school goals and objectives
were reviewed by the Local Cdbrdinator and his tedi members before
they were accepted and forwarded to the State Department of Educa-
tion. Copies of these can be found at the Somerset County Board of
Education.

The goal/objective setting process was exemplary in
that, where there are two elementary schools in the same community,
these schools held several interschool meetings to share their
ideas and concerns in order to try to better meet the needs of the
children in that community. The faculties from small schools in
our rural areas also had some interschool sessions with the faculties
of schools in the larger communities. Themeetings gave the teachers
in the small, rural schools the opportunity toexchange ideas with
a larger number of teachers. On the secondary level, the goal/objective
setting process was exemplary in that all teachers, not just teachers
in language skills and mathematics, were involved in the develop-
ment of goals and objectives. Because all members of a school's
faculty were involved in writing objectives for reading, writing,
and mathematics, teachers became more aware of the fact that every
teacher is responsible for teaching skills that will increase student
pEoficiency in the areas of reading, writing,, and mathematics.

,sr

B.' Local Assessment Activities

All 16 schools n Somerset County have developed school
level goals and objectives for reading, writing, and mathematics.
Fifteen of these schools' goals and objectives are in'conformity
with and are Consistent with the statewide and system goals and
objectives. However, one of the 15sc1pols, Washington High School,
has not been included in the state's Accountability Testing Program
because its student population, includes only, Gredps

Other standardied testing is also being conducted in
the county. The 1970 edition of the Californj.a Achievement Test (CAT),
Level 5, is administered to some studentsk under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title III project. The Board of
Education provides for the administration of the Short Form Test of
Academic Aptitude (SFTAA) to all eleventh graders in this school. The
CAT is also taken by students in Grades 10-12 at Crisfield High School,
and the SFTAA is taken by its eleventh' graders. The ESEA, Title IV
project administers the Stanford Adhievement Testto students in
Grades 4-9 involved in program activities. The ESEA,Title I
project gives the Cooperative Pre-Schdol Inventory to kindergarten

4437
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ildren, the Metropolitan Readiness Test to first graders, and

(-
the, Metropolitan Achievement Test to second and third graders:
11 of these test results are used to supplement the information

4 -

o.tained through the states accountability testing results and to
give additional insight into the areas ciX student strengths and
weaknesses.

Sarah Peyton $chool is the 16th school in the county.
It has not been included in the,state's accolintability program because
it is a school for trainable mentally retarded children. However,
this school has written goals and objectives suitable for its
student body, and each student is given an individual evaluation at
the beginning,and end of the school year.

C. CoMme is on Accountability'Assessment Results

The state's accountability assessment testing results
are encouraging fOr the efforts expepded seem to have produced
significant gains in some areas. In nearly all skill areas,
the average grade equivalence has shown an increase. With the
exception,of a couple of very small, rural schools, SoMerset
CoUnty's scores show a plus difference when compared with"the
Maryland north.

The -skill eas of spelling, punetdation, and capitaliza-

tion show marked cr ases. However, the,Aill area of mathematics,
even though shpwfng an increase, ne ds attention: While encouraged
by these results, count? educators ema oncerned in that most
skill areas in Grades.:7'and 9'410 no re the national norms.
More inservice prograMs and emphasis on basic skills will be
stressed in hopes that omerset County will°attain the desired
results fort its stli4o0

D. PrograMModification Activities

At the beginning of the past school year, teachers,
building administrators, and supervisors studied the-students' pre- -

dicted grade equivalent scores in relation to their obtained grade
equivalent scores. Each school used this data to plan revisions
in instruction and curriculum. These plans were implemented during
the school term in an attempt to increase obtaineehgrade equivalent

scores. Similar study and revision sessions will take place this
year in order to improve,progresslin this area.

This year, the Somerset Coytty Board of Education
inaugurated a pilot program in mathematics in one elementary Ochool..
This mathematics program is based.on criterion-referenced testing
and provides for individualization of instruction. I the state's
accountability testing results for 1976 tndicate growth in the area
of math ekills for the children exposed to the program, it will be
included in the curriculum of the other elementary schools.

O

4 8-0

457



11.

. .

....'Somerset county has a number of Federally funded programs
that haveqattempted to improve the basic skills of children and.
have provided inservice training for teachers on all levers to help
them become more proficient in the teaching of basic skills, While
these programs were in effect before the state's accountability
assessment program began, there have been modifications in them due
to the state's assessment results and the projects' evaluation data.
For example, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title
I vrogram for Grades K-3 has hired a resource teacher for each
Title I school to work with small groups of students who have -

deficiencies in math'or. "reading; the ESEA, Title ry project has re-
source' teachers and paraprofessionals who do the same type of'remedial
work with students in Grades 4-9; and the ESEA, Title III prpject
has provided the high schools with study skills specialistsiwho
work with teachers to help them incorporate reading skills into
their content areas, and this year has hired remedial reading
teachers for'each high school.

One 8!f the major effects .of the assessment results-has
been the increased awareness of the importance'of teaching basic k
skills on all levels. Another outcome has been the recognition of
the need to ascertain a child's instructional level before placement.,
These results are evidenced in the following ways;by a greater number
of teachers seeking assistance in these areas from supervisory
personnel; by the villingness of teachers to attend inservice
'sessions dealing with the teaching of basic skills and individuali-
zation df instruction; and, by the increase in the number of requests
for materials on a variety of levels.

,

6

E. Unmet N'eeds for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

Most classes in the county contain some children in the
special education. category. Small, rural counties such as Somerget
,do not have the financial resources to maintain special classes. for -

those children who,a're educable retarded, or who have'learning
disabilities, and cannot meet,the special' needs of these children
by having them in regular classrooms. Until state funding is. made
available to all sections of the State of Maryland, the educational
progre of these children will remain hindered.

All phases of the educational programs are limited when',
small counties with low assessable tax, basea'are unable to provide
the personnel, materials; and facilities necessary for-both remedial
azd regular academic opportunities. These counties need additional
help from(the state.

0
1
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F. General Comments

Somerset County's school population of 4,420 comes from
homes lobatedin small communities and rural areas. According to
Table 1. System Level Community and Pqblic School Resources Pro-
file, 30.2 percentof the school age children are classified as dis-
advantaged. This factog must be taken into consideration when
assessing the evaluatiOn of the county and deterdining its needs.

Within its resources, Somerset County is making continued
efforts to improve bA'Sic skills as well as to make instruction more
meaningful and relevant to the learner,. The results of the second
year bf testing show progress over the previous year. _Vis is
encouraging, although there is still some concern about individual
and class performances when compared with the national norms.

r
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SOMERSET. COUNTY

FABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILEt

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

(21

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGV-CH1LDREN

18,913 $6,832 3 -2021

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5) .

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.0 9,6.

B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

7

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(7)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

- (8)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

4,420 59,255 $12,754 8.9 21.3

(111

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
'_ RATrO

(131'

ATTENDANCE
RATE

13.1; 19.6 93.2%

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14) ,

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES '

(15) o

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERC&NT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$921.05 $655.22 71.1% $33.13

. .

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(19)
PER PUPIL

. EXPENICIT6RES
FOR PUPIL

. SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.6%, $6.81 it

, 0.7%

* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS. TABLE.
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SOMERSET COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE 'STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT :IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
ARFAS

(1)

(-RAP('

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
Pl.^(IFD

(3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TFSTrP

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TFSTFD

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
('Ts(

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD(

(7)
AVERAGE
GRADE

. .EOUIVALENT
SCORES
(cf 1

(8)

..'

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD(
'41Ki,s, ! .gt ... . , ,0 V64?,e4."1 re,WhOttP...41041; .006.., ' .' ... 41***L:4° M: 'AK' ...,...

(I)

VOCABULARY

."11110.-

1.21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

3
300 99.00 9 95.3 16.51 3.50 1.06

5 368 95.11 9 93,4 14.09 5.09 1.30

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.09 1.77

' 4-2

9 373

300

'40=4.

, 86,60

It :',4 411k,.

99,JO.

3

4: 41k-' 4400p4t.e.."

9

94.8

95.3

15.72
.....,

16.51

7.75
.tojitiosvorils

3...

..,,

1.88
. ..411(A.'7

1.21

5
.

368 95.11 9- 93.4 14.09 5.14 1.30

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16,46 6.35 1.63

. 9 . 373 86.60 3 °q4.8 15.72 8,05 1.74
: 'O.., ,r I. , :'" A , .° 4,yik ,..,. 4, , gNk.:*/(?A" ; ..041/;:),IP.'- "

,A, .5,....w . t .., ...th

(3)

SPELLING

3 300 99.00 9 95.3 16.51 4.27 1.34

5 368 95.11 , 9 93.4 14.09 5.80 1.66

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.55 1.98

9 373 86.60 3 94.8 °15.72 8.44 2.19

(4)

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 300 99.00 9 95.3 16.51 4.00 1.30

5 368 95.11 9' 93.4 14.09 5.01 1.51

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 5.96 1.75

9 373 86 .'60 3 94.8 15.72 8.39 2.21

(5)

PUNCTUATION

'

3 300 99.00 9 95.3 16.51 4.17 1.45

Y
5 368 95.11 9 93.4 14.09 5.37 1.44

7 * 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.01 1.86

9 373 86.60 3 94.8 15.72 7.'95 . 2.15

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION PTERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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SOMERSET COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA'-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

11)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

141
)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

16)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(7)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

0

3 300 99.00 9 95.3 16.51 3.76 1.35

5 36 95.11 9 93.4 14.09 4.96 1:45

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.24
I
1.67

9 373 66.60 3 94.6 15.72 1 7.91 2.06

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

(6)

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 300 99.00 9 95,3 16,51 4.06--- 1.19

5 3681 95.11 9 93:4 . 14.09 5.28 1.28.

7 431 93.04 5 92,1 16.46 6.19 1:59

q

3

'..j...

z

.rltr..

300

P6.60

99.00

94 Rte.

4*:
95.3

. ..L.P"'
16.51

8.17

3.42

1.87

.96

5 368 95.11 9 93.4" 14.09 5.09 1.94

7 431 93.04 5 92.1
i

16.46 6.49 1.46

9 373 86.60 3 94.6 I 15.72 7.92 1.76

19)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 300 99.00 9 95.3 (16,51
......

3.51 1.02

5 366 95.11 9 93.4 14.09 5.19 1.19

7 431 93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.26 1.56

9 373 66.60 S 94.6 15.72 7.95 1.17

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 300 , 99.00 9 95,3 16.51 3.47 .93

5 368 95.11 9
%.,

93.4 14.09 5.14 1.12

7 .

.

43
t

93.04 5 92.1 16.46 6.37 1.39

9 86,60 94,8
).

15,72 7.94 1.67

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68*69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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SOMERSET COUNTY

.4

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE 'CORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

VOCABULARY

GRADE

3'

5

3

7

9

SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

92,7

91,6

90,2

3,17

4,81

7.72

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

95,3

93,4

92.1

94,8

3,50

5.09

6,09

7,75

4 'or* .4-, 11i4J'P'1. r

READING

COMPREHENSION

A 441.'X7,1 4".

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

eL ',410M`.

3

5

7

9

5

7

9

3

5

7

9

.t 10. el/ if

3.33

4.98

6,31

7.78

3.62

5,14

6,35

8.05

.`,411111404.4 ,14441.'

3,69

5,16

6,34

8,06

t44144:4P4oi ;

3,28

4,98

6,45

7,80

4,06

5,28

6,19

8,17

...114WOr'

3.4/

5,14

6,37

7,94

'114t, Itt./V

SEE CHAPTER,53s PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERNS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE

FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS. i9
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SOMERSET COUNTY (CRISFIELD 1 - SOMERSET JR)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVELS - COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SOMERSET 1

IR"
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANT I AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE 4001 PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MINT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME (11 (2) (31 (4) (5) (6) (71 (81 (9) (101 (111 (12)

CRISFIELD 1 PRE K-5 355 24.5 95.0 13.5 1.0 12.7 18.0 6.9 28.5 9.2 5662

CRISFIELD 3 dr(' 1-5 211 21.1 96.0 9.0 1.0 16.1 23.5 10.0 31.3 9.2 5662

GREENWOOD 4-6 336 24.9 95.5 12.5 1.0 9.2 20.0 29.6 19.8 10.6 7835

MT VERNON 1 1-3 47 23.5 96.8 1.0 1.0 1.5 21.5 0.0 11.3 9.1 7063

ill' VERNON 2 K, 4-6 57 19.0 95.0 2.0 1.0 4.5 16.9 0.0 12.7 9.1 7063

PRINCESS ANNE K-3 340 26.1 94.8 12.0 1.0 15.4 31.0 7.7 22.0 10.6 7835

TYLERTON 1-6 21 21.0 98.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 o.6 0.0 48.1 7.6 3918

WESTOVER CONSOLIDATED PRE K-6 353 23.5 96.4 13.0 2.0 9.2 34.0 6.7 31.7 10.1 7085

..Y

CARTER G WOODSON 6-8 335 17.6 90.1 17.0 2.0 6.3 19.5 10.5 29.7 9.2 5660

DEAL ISLAND K, 4-9 298 21.3 95.1 13.0 1.0 13.5 17.0 7.1 73.7 9.2 3386

EWELL 87 21.7 9a.6 4.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 42.7 7.8 4169

MARION' PKGK, 4-8 326 21.0 95.9 13.5 2.0 12.8 15.3 19.3 32.1 8.6 4912

CRISFIELD SR 9-12 sae 15.9 90.7 29.9 2.0 11.3 14.5 21.6 29.4 9.0 5386

SOMERSET JR 7 -9 587 17.8 91.2 31.0 2.0 8.7 24.0 217.2 22.5 10.2 7566

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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SnMERSET COUNTY CRISFIELD 1 SOMERSET JUNIOR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

SUPERSET COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL SySiLm

SCHOOL NAME

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING CoMPREnENSIoN LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY.. DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY..

LAND ENCF LAND ENly LAND
SAS (E NORM GE NORM 9. GE NORM

./

CRISFIELD 1 3 88.9 3.08 2.82 .126 3.36 2.85 4.51, 3.57 3.25
5 94.3 5.22 4.62 4.60 5.00 4.68 4.40 5.31 4.93

CRISFIELU 3 3 101.0 3.91 3.60 4.31 4.02 3.67 4.35 WO 4.05
5 95.9 5.47 4.76 .71 5.55 4.02 4.73 5.75 5.06

GREEN.6000 5 95,6 5.12 4.73 4.39 5,31 4.79 4.52 5.34 5.04

MT VERNON 1 3 89.5 3.24 2.86 .38 3.12 2.09 4.23 3.41 3.29

MT VERNON 2 5 100.0 6.14 5.12 41.02 6.03 5.17 4.86 5.56 5.40

PRINCESS ANNE 3 100.2 3.63 3.55 4.011 3.78 3.61 4.17 4.41 4.00

TYLER1ON 3 114.0 3.40 4.44 1.04 3.85 4.54 -.69 3.60 4.91

5 99.8 4.90 5.10 .12 4.98 5.15 -.17 4.42 5.39

WESTOVER CONSOLIDATE 3 00.9 3.15 2.02 4.33 3.30 2.85 4.45 3.71 3.25
5 86.6 4.56 3.94 4.62 4.70 4.03 4.67 5.05 4.29

CARTER OOUSON 7 94.9 5.94 6.18 .-.24 6.31 6.25 4.06 6.14 6.30

DEAL ISLAND 3 94.4 3.37 3.17 4.20 3.84 3.22 4.62 3.l5 3.61
5 b9.6 4.52 4.20 .32 4.73 4.29 4.44 4.73 4.54
7 07.0 6.04 5.32 .72 6.13 5.45 4.6S 5.99 5.62

9 07.6 7.87 6.83 41.04 8.15 6.77 41.38 8.23 7.03

EWELL 3 93.6 3.33 3.12 4.21 2.81 3.17 3.n6 3.56
104.5 4.87 5.52 ...65 4.59 5.05 -.96 5.44 5.78

7 90.9 6.54 5.74 ..S0 6.22 5.84 4.38 6.15 6.00

MARION 3 91.8 3.84 3.01 4.81 3.63 3.05 4.58 4.21 3.44
5 90.1 5.18 4.25 .93 5.10 4.33 4.77 ,0 5.33 4.58
7 92.0 6.92 5.86 41.06 7.12 5.95 41.17 6.76 6.10

CkISFIELD SR JR 9 94.9 7.94 7.68 4.26 8.16 7.62 4.54 8.37 7.76

SOMERSET JR 7 91.9 6.02 5.85 .17 6.29 5.94 4.35 6.17 6.09
9 95.5 7.57 7.75 7.93 7.69 4.24 7.90 7.82

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERUK () ACCOMPANYING
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FDR INTERPRETING THE °DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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DIFFER.. AVERAGE MARY..
ENCE LAND

GE NORM

DIFF
(ICE

.

(

4.32 3.10 2.97 4.13
.1.38 5.15 4.93 4.22

4.52 3.86 3.67 4.19
4.69 5.41 5.06 4.35

4.30 5.25 5.03 4.22

4.12 3.07 3.00 +.07

4.16 5.70 5.38 4.32

4.41, 3.57 3.62 -.05

-1.31 3.95 4.42 ...47

5.04 5.37

4.46 3.18 2.97 4.21
+.76 4.58 4.32 4.26

.24 6.27 6.48 -.21

4.24 3.47 3.29 4.18
4.19 4.62 4.56 4.06
.37 6.12 5.67 .45

+1.20 7.34 7.04 4.30

-.50 3.34 3.24 +.10
...34 4.82 5.74 -.92
4.15 6.22 6.07 4.15

4.77 3.66 3.14 4.52
4.75 5.43 4.60 4.83
4.66 7.02 6.18 4.84

+.61 .8.21 7.02 +.39

4.08 6.39 6.17 +.22
4.16 7.76 7.89

"DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND



LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL ,4 ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.21 Talbot County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

During the first year of the accountability program,
Talbot County adhered to the general guidelines established by the
State Department of Education for developing a system level account-
ability program in reading, writing, and-mathematics. County goals
in these three, areas were developed which related to those general
goals established at the state level. In order to give further,
emphasis to the statewide accountability program, each school was ,

then asked to develop school objectives that were related to the
major goals as established at the county level. These school ob-
jectives were organized under four major headings -- primary, inter-
mediate, middle school, and secondary school objectives. All
'teachers, administrators and supervisors participated in the process
of writing, refilling and organizing school objectives to meet the
needs of each-particular school population.
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Using the statewide goals in reading, writing, and
mathematics adopted by the Maryland State Department of Education,
Talbot County has developed school level objectives such as those
listed below.

In reading, each student should be able to:

(1) Demonstrate the ability to identify directional
concepts, such as left, right, up, down, between,
etc.

.(2) Identify and explain the meaning of various safety
signs: atop, go, walk, poison, exit, etc.

(3) Demonstrate the ability to follow verbal and
written dixections in sequence.

(4) Demonstrate the ability to discriminate sounds: en-
vironmental sounds, consonants, vowels, rhyming words,
consonant blends.

(5) Identify compound words.

(6) Identify root words.

(7) List the steps and demonstrate how to attack an
, unknown word;

(8) Divide words into syllables.

(9) Demonstrate the awareness of and the ability to
use available resources: glossary, dictionary,
dictionary table of contents, index, subtitles,
beginning thesaurus, and beginning encyclopedia.

(10) Compare and contrast characters, moods, and
events,

(11) Explain the function of an accent mark.

(12) List synonyms and/or antonyms for words provided.

(13) Fill out forms: applications, records, Social
Security, 9rder forms.

In writing, each student who has completed the Talbot
County writing program should be able to:

(1) Dictate a sentence describing at least two details
about an object.

(2) Write letters of the alphabet and numerals with
correct formation using the blackboard or large
sheets of unlined paper.

(3) Describe an action using an action verb formed
correctly in a sentence.
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(4)- Construct a sentence from a group of words.

(a) Write, a designed sentence (declarative, interro-
gative, exclamatory) about atopic or stimulus.

(6) Write a sentence that expresses the personal
feelings of the writer.

(7) Write'a thank-you note.

(8) Write a business letter using the appropriate form.

(9) Construct a topic sentence for a paragraph.

(10) Write a paragraph or paragraphs organizing and
describing an experience involving sensory stimuli.

(11) Write a book report.

(12) Address an envelope correctly.

(13) Demonstrate subject-verb agreement in writing
sentences.

(14) Write a paragraph in which you recognize the
similarity and differences between two different
situations.

(15) Write a friendly letter.

In mathematics, each student commensurate with his ability
and upon the completion of required courses should:

(1) Co6t aloud in sequence.

(2) Order numbers from smallest to largest.

(3) Count by multiples of two, four, five, and ten
to one hundred.

(4) DeMonstrate the ability to count change up to a
dollar.

(5). Us4 the properties of addition and subtraction in
solving a linear equation in one unknown on a
teacher-made test,

(6) Measure lengths in inches, feet, yards, centimeters,
meters, and kilometers.

(7) Set up and solve word problems using each of the
four fundamental operations of decimals.

(8) State the least Common denominator for two or three
fractions.

.(9) Recognize and distinguish pictorial, bar, linear
and circular graphic forms.

(10) Demonstrate the ability to convert from one metric
unit to another.
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(11) Demonstrate the ability to match the metric
prefixes with a proper number.

(12) Construct the basic elements: point, ray, segment,
line, angle.

(13) Construct a triangle using a compass and a straight
edge.

(14) Read and write numerals on a base 2 and a base 5
value system.

(15) Count by using negative integers.

(16) Determine percent of increase or decrease.

It should be noted that the illustrations given above
are simply samples of objectives that are used in school programs
and are not intended to be an all-inclusiVe list.

4:J

B. Local Assessment Activities

The Talbot County public schools have been using the
Iowa Tests'of Basic Skills (ITBS) since 1972. Consequently, it
has been possible to study test results over the last three years
and a detailed analysis was made of individual rstudent's scores
over that period. The purpose of this study was to determine
the amount of academic growth that had taken place in the various
schools by individual youngsters.

Results showed that over a period of two years, that is,
from the third grade to the fifth grade, groups of students achieved
a year and three months to a year and nine months in reading. The
gains in vocabulary during the same two years ranged from a year
and three months, to a year and nine months. For the same schools
the average gain in total language ranged .from eight months to a
year and seven months, while the total gains in mathematics ranged,
from a year and one month to two years. This kind of analysis
describes the achievement of the student population in each of
the areas mentioned.

A further study was made of the regression shown during
the same two-year period for the schools mentioned above. This
study showed a number of students with a decrease in academic achieve-

, ment. The principals and counselors in the various schools were
asked to study these individual youngsters to find out whether or
not they could determine some of the factors involved.

In order to get a picture of the relative standing of
the Talbot County public school youngsters with similar population
groups on the Eastern Shore, a comparative study was made of the
achievement scores in the various subject areas with those achieve-
ment scores of neighboring counties. In general, the Talbot County
achievement scores ranked number two when compared with the nine
shore counties.

'1 I -1t

r
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Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

Test scores for the county are close to the state norms

for 1975. This would seem to indicate that students are testing
'generally at about the same relative positions that they tested

in 1974. In order to get a comprehensive picture of the total county
testing program, Talbot county has introduced a percentage growth
factor which measures the amount of growth in student achievemefit
that has taken place over the last two years. This figure was
arrived at by taking the gain in average grade equivalent score
during the petting:period in October 1972 and comparing it, with
the grade,4quivalegt score achieved by the same groups in May, 1975.

A look,at the percentage growth factor shows that students achieved
approXimately 75 percent of what would have been expected of them
during a two-year period in vocabulary, reading, total language,

and total mathematics. The percentage of growth in reading from the

third grade to the fifth grade was 74 percent; the percentage of
growth in reading from the fifth grade to the seventh grade was
91.6 percent, and the percentage of growth in reading from the
seventh grade to the ninth grade was 85.2 percent. The percentage
of growth in total mathematics during the same periods were as

follows: from the third grade to the fifth grade was 75 percent;
the percentage of growth from the fifth grade to the seventh
grade was 85.6 percent, and the percentage of growth from the
seventh to the ninth grade was 74 percent.

D. Program Modification.Activities

During the past two years, Talbot County has.worked in-
tensively on teacher-made test items related to the school objectives.
At the beginning of the school year, students are given a pre-test
in the four content areas mentioned, i.e., vocabulary, reading,

total language, and mathematics. Basedlon this pre-test, students
are given instruction that relates to the objectives in those four
areas... Following the instruction,. the students are given a post-
test to determine their progress in each area.

E. Unmet Needs for kiesources to Permit Imerovement of
Programs and Services

Careful consideration needs ,to be given to the popUla-

tions used for creating state and count norms when making judgments
and comparisons based upon these test scores.

Under the National Assessment of Education Progress
Program, there has been some evidence presented to show that the
achievement scores vary, depending upon the populations taking the

various tests. An examination of the Manual for Administrators,
Supervisors, and Counselors for the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
gives rise to further concern related to the populations used for

establishing grade norms. The publishers indicate that the
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norming population was based on 15.7 percent blacks, 79.1 percent

whites, and 5.1 percent American Indians, Orientals, end Spanish

Americans. It would appear that the norming populations used for

the ITBS was made up of an unbalanced number of whites versus
blacks. Careful examination of the county achievement scores

in reading shows that those counties that had relatively low per-
centages of blacks tend to score high'on this test, while those
with high perdentages do not.

Further consideration must be given to the establish-

ment of appropriate testing criteria and norms for evaluating the
achievement and proqres9 of the student population.

115.?
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TALBOT,COUNTY

.AUL 1.' SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCE'S PROFILE*

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
PULATION

.

.

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMIL(
INCOME

- .

. (3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED ...

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

24,906 ' 19011 .-- 23.5 ?

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
.MALES 25 YEARS .

OF AGE OR OLDER
( MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5) .

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALE$ 25 YEARS

. OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.5 11.2

I. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS .(AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
A

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL_

ENROLLMEAT

(7)
.

413ERA8E
TEACHER
SALARY

(8)
.

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS,

(9)

AVERAGE ..

' YEARS
- TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

4,816 $1D,566 $16,708
'

9.4 19.8

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S. DEGREE

OR ABOVE'

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
JUTE

19.3% 15.8 94.3X

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973.-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14) .

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

. FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

' PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE ,

ADMINISTRATION

$1,088.05 5804.81' 74.0X $24.92

I

(18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE

ADMINISTRATION

(19) .

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)
.,

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
.SERVICES

2.3X i $9.86 0.9%

* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TALBOT000UNTY

TABLE. 2: SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT tp AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, SKIIL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AREAS .

(1)

(IRADF "ENRMLED

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

. (3)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TFSTFD

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
Trcup

(5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES
(VV;)

(6)

N.

.1

STANDARD
DEVIATION
ND) >

(7)

AVERAGE.
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
fr.,'

(8)

STANDARD.
DEVIATION

(r.M
-4ti, ,''' ^A5- ,* ' ' '. "1r L.- ". :)''," '' 44.-VVNt-" t' etil f9efttilifrOtsVt '''', .0014.4,,, ''. '`elt444101 t:-, 'N fNeliielft, ' ..1441§110, F

(1)

VOCABULARY

3 3o0 ,97.50. 5 98.1 16.96 3.54 1.08

5 388 96.65 5
. ,

99.5 " 16.03 4.92 '1.61,

7 399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57 6:67 1.83

p28. 50 2 '102.2 14.89 8.52

T

2.01
-duo.,

121

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

t31

SPELLING

.

: . tt .. 0-1,

S

' .t. le'''.
360

g' WrIP Nr:*''' "KW'
97.50

"Vie' ! 40*?A'15:Z ;7'?-"''',.".,,f '''., .

3.61

'Arvf.04&'-

1.185 98.1 16.96

388 96.65 5 99.5 16.03 .5.06 1.52

.

7 .: 399 93.48 2

#

99.7 15.57 6.87 1.66
.

3

428

360
,

78.50

97.50

2

41441:4*47...'
5

102.2-

"7#4*(fOrTScY.',

98.1

14.89 ..

16.96

'8.70

',4041:;04 ",

4.33

1.71

"4,.V.:?...

1.30

5 4841 '96.65 5 99.5 16.03 5.45 1.79

399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57.. 7.04 2.10

q .428 78.50 2 -102.2 14.89 8.77 2.07

(4)

r

COITAL-
IZATION

3 360 : 97.50 5 98.1. 16.96 4.08 1.28

5 388 -96.65 5 99.5 16.03 5.4T 1.60

'399 93.48
I.

.99.7 15.57 7.12 2.00

9 428 78 0 2 102.2 14.89 8.96 2.09

(5)
3 ,

. ..

360
.,

97.50 5 98.1 t 16.96 4.03 1.38

PUNCTUATION
5 388 96.65 ' 5 99.5 16.03 5.36 1.63

399 93.48 2 99.7 1).57 6.90 1.91

9 ( 428 76.50 2 102.2 14.89 8.64 2.07

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TALBOT COUNTY

TAML 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-

LENT SCORES, BY.SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

-(1)

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

15)
AVERAGE

STANDARD
AGE

SCORE
(SAS)

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(71
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

,(8)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SD)

(6)

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3
' 360 97.50 5 984. 16.96 3.74 1.34

5 388 96.65 5

____,,

99.5 16.03 5.21 1:84

7 399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57 6.91 2.04

9 428 78.50 2 102.2 14.89 8.55 2.37

(7)

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

.

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 360` 97.50 5 ,...98;1 16.96 . 4.05 1.15

5 388 96.65 5 99.5 ' 16.03 5.38 1.50

7 399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57 6.99 1.77

;

9

3

r.. ;c"

428

Jeelff,A; lr"(
360

78,50

("7".4111K1'-'4"
97.50

ilr

2

5 .

102.2

r ''. 'tyllo-:`,STIAZW.

.14.89
Pte ; !" *t" f

16.96
`:,..tf41,..X.-+P

8.73
, . .4,1,,,,,,,,

1,86
...:4.4 .

1.0195.1 3.66

5 388 96.65 5 99.5 16.03 5.01 1.34

7 399 '93.48 2 99.7 15.57 6.84 1.56

9 428 78.50 2 102.2 14.89 8.44 1.81

(9)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

360 97.50 5 98.1 16.96 3.53 1.06

5 388 96.65
,

5 99.5 16.03 5.03 1.25

7 399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57 6.73 1.70

9

.

428 78.50 2 102.2

.

14.89 8.50 1.89

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 360

v

97.50 5 -98.1 16.96 3.59 .97

5 388 96.65 5
.._

99.5 16.03 5.02 1.21

7 399 93.48 2 99.7 15.57

.

'6.78 1.53

428 78.50 2 102.2 14.89 8.48 1.74

.
» ...A.:4.. ViarAto:41. ,..... . .4.44.0), = .....a.....

SEE CHAPTER 38, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TALBOT COUNTY

.TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
VD AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR'

1973 - 1974

100,4

'NONVERBAL-

ABILITY
5 .100.4

101,2

102.5 .

VOCABULARY, 5

7

9

READING

COMPREHENSION

3

3,59

5".19

6,69

8,50

3.66

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

98,1

99,5

99,7

102,2

3,54

4,92

6.67

8,52

3,61

5 5,24 5.06

7 6,99 6,87

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

8,71

4,18

8,70

4.15

5 5.52 5,38

7 6,92 6,99,

9

3

8,61

3,70

8,73

3,59

5 5;27 5,02

6,90 6.78

9 8,51 8,48

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL -HiSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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TALBOT COUNTY (CORDOVA -.ST MICHAELS HIGH)
9

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES,PROFILE#

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT,

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE , ' AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY lir TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA-.. FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN-.. DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ORZATION MENT RATIO DANCE ABOVE TAGED MOTHER IS)SCHOOL NAME (1/ (2T (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 110) (11) (12)

CORDOVA K-3 210 23.9 95.0 80 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 26.8 10.0 6756

GLEMWOOD 4 -5 420 17.8 96.1 22.6 1.0 .14.4 41.0 12.7 27.1 11.5 ' 8778

IDLE WILD 2 -3 342 16.3 95.5 20.0 1.0 10.7 25.0 14.3 27.6 11.5 8778

TILGHMAN K-6 164 17.4 95.9 -8.4 1.0 7.1 20.5 21.3 14.4 10.6' 7348

.4

UPPER COUNTY 4-6 155 17.4 96.2 7.9 1.0 7.7 12.0 33.7 25.3 ,10.7 7463

WHITE MARSH .K-6 279 15.6 96.6 16.9 1.0 9.7 27.0 5.6 22.2 11.2 8200

EASTON MIDDLE 6 -8 . 798 17.3 94.0 44.0 2.0 12.1 17.5 19.6 26.7 11.2 8349

ST MICHAELS K-6 614 15.5 95.2 19.1 1.0 10.1 10.1 24.3 17.6 11.1 7886

EASTON HIGH 9-12 1,119 17.2 92.2 62.0 3.0 10.4 21.5 23.1 26.0 11.2 $283

ST MICHAELS HIGH 9-12 389 13.4 92.6 27.0 2.0 8.7 23.0 20.7 38.1 11.0 7665

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDER IN THIS TABLE.

.
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TALBOT. COUNTY (CORDOVA - ST. MICHAELS HIGH),

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL:.,
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

TALUOT COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SHILL AREAS
.41....

,

VOCAOULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE' AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MAkY- DIFFER- AVERAGE 'MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-

LAND EICE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE'

SAS GE NORM GC NORM GE' NORM GE NORM

CORDOVA 3 96.5 3.13 3;31 -.18 3.29 3.36 -.07 3.66 3.75 -.09 3.43 3.41 +.02

GLENWOOD 5 100.1 5.10 5.13 -.03 5.23 5.17 +.06 5.60 5.41 +.19 5.03 5.39 -.36..

IDLE3WILD 3 98.3 3.67 3.43 .24 3.48 +.17 4.16 3.87 +.29 3.70 3.51 +.19

TILGHMAN 3 104.8 3.96 3.84 +.12 4.20 3.92 4.28 4.43 4.30 +.13 3.75 3.89 -.14

5 104.4 5.18 5.51 -.33 5.42 5.54 -.12 5.66 5.77 -.11 5.25 5.74 -.49

UPPER COUNTY 5 98.0 4.66 4.94 -.2A 4.94 5.00 -.06 4.98 5.24 -.26 4.82 5.23 -.41

.,WHITE MARSH 3 91.9 3.05 3.01 °+.04 3,08 3.05 +.03 3.66 3.44 +.22 3.04 3.14 -.10

5 96.0 4.63 4.77 -.14 4.77 4.83 -.06 8.85 5.07 -.22 4.72 5.07 -.35
,

.

'EASTON MIDDLE 7 99.8 6.66 6.71 -.05 6.93 6.74 +.19 7.02 6.85 4.17 6.75 6.98 -.23

1.

ST MICHAELS 3 102.0 3.95 3.72 4.23 4.11 3.79 +.32 8.80 4.17 4.23. 3.91 3.77 +.14

5 99.6 4.69 5.08 -.30 4.75 5.13 5.24 5.37 -.13 5.25 5.35 -.10

7 99.4 6.69 6.67 +.02 6.68 6.70 -.02 6.88 6.81 +.07 6.89 6.94 -.05

EASTON HIGH 9 102.0 8.47 8.50 .7.03' 0.68 8.44 +.24 8.82 8.46 +.36 8.28 8.59 -.31

ST MICHAELS HIGH 9 103.0 8.66 0.62 +.06 8.77 8.56 +.21 8.47 8.56 -.09 9.08 8.70 +.38

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (49 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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q.

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.22 Washington County

ASH 1 NGTON

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Three county committees were appointed to develop sys-

tem level goals in reading, writing and mathematics for Washing-
ton County. These.committees were composed of teachers, prin-

cipals, vice principals and central office staff members.
Through the 1973-74 school year, the committees met to draft
system level goals and objectives for educational accountability
based on those established by the state. The completed goals
were submitted to individual schools and to the local Board of
Education, apOoved, and forwarded to the Maryland State Depart-
ment of Education (MSDE). They were also approved by MSDE.

Principals in each county school organized three'
school committees for the purpose of developing school level
objectives in reading, writing, and mathematics. The account-
ability booklets developed by the county committees were dis-
tributed to their school level counterparts to aid them in

this task. The booklets contained state and county guidelines
used for developing goals in the three skills areas, the state,

and county goals themselves, and sample school level objectives.
The sample objectives were designed to serve as examples and

were not intended for adoption by school committees.

/I 5 9
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The school committees developed and required objec-
tives and submitted them to central office coordinators. These
objectives were reviewed, evaluated and commented on by the
county committee appointed to serve in that skills area. Then
they were returned to the school committees. 'Revised versions
of the objectives were returned to the central office and held
for review .by MSDE-.

During the period that school committees were engaged
in deVeloping their objectives, several techniques and procedures
of an exemplary nature were used. For example, county committees
developed handbooks to guide the efforts of school committees.
The handbooks contained not only state and county goals but also
examples of the kinds.of performance objectives that schools
would be preparing. Objective examples included the four
criteria outlined in state guidelines: Who? What? When? and
How?

The sample school objectives in writing also suggested
levels of competence in elementary and secondary schools for each
objective. Those objectives marked "L" (Literacy Level) should
be attained by almost all pupils; those market "F" (Fluency Level)
are attainable by fewer pupils; and objectives marked "P" (Pro-
ficiency Level) are attainable by relatively few pupils. Levels
correspond generally to an accepted hierarchy of skills.

Guide booklets distributed to each school are on file
at the MSDE, Washington County's central office, and in each
county school.

Another example of an exemplary procedure used in setting
school objectives involved the participation of citizens groups.

.At various development stages in the objective-setting process,
some schools involved citizens advisory committees in studying and
commenting on school objectives.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Several different kinds of local assessment activities
have been initiated by Washington County during the past year.

Item analysis reported for each subtest of the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills (ITBS) were distributed to each county school.
These reports, generated by the school system's data processing
department, are providing information about individual pupil per-
formance so that teaching/learning strategies can be adjusted to
individual needs. Local efforts in reporting individual pupil
performance have had some implications, particularly in Grades 3
and 5, for pupil groupings.

.1
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During the 1974-75 school year,, each school faculty

developed its individual school object4yes. In large part, the

school objectives reflect school perfoi.thance on the ITBS.

For additional local assessment activities, refer to

Section D of this report.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The Year II accountability assessment Standard Age
Score (SAS) data on the Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT) reveal
that Washington County pupils in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 are on an
equal footing with their counterparts across the state and the

nation. County mean SAS scores on the 1975 version of the non-
verbal battery of the CAT remained basically the same as the

previous year. In essence, student CAT performance, in terms of
scores alternative to the IQ, has been very consistent over a
period of years. This is indicative of a potential for growth

in scholastic achievement.

Washington County schools this year administered the
three subtests in the work-study area in the ITBS: map reading,

reading graphs and tables, and knowledge and use of references.
Also incorporated in the testing program were two additional
batteries in the CAT set -- verbal and quantitative.

An examination of ITBS scores for Washington County for
the two-year period just concluding indicate6 overall improvement

in Year II over Year I. However, scores on the language subtests,

while improved, suggest a need for increased emphasis on language
skills, particularly in Grades 7 and 9. New language programs at
the middle and high school levels as outlined in Section D. Pro-

gram Modification Activities are local attempts to improve lan-

guage deficiencies.

Students' scores in mathematics on the ZTBS, Year II,

show important improvement over Year I. Math scores at all

levels are above state averages.

A revised program in mathematics is currently"' -in operation,

in Grades K-6. In 1976-77, the program will expand irtto Grades 7

and 8 with a revision of the senior high-school math curriculum
planned for 1977-78. Even greater achievement in mathematics is *

anticipated as this program becomes established at all levels.

In the secondyear of participation in the Maryland
Accountability Program, Washington County educators have been

provided with worthwhile information about the classroom needs

of students, their performance, and their potential as depicted

gmr e required tests.
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D. Program Modification Activities

In addition to objective-setting by school faculties
during the 1974-75 school year, several other program modifica-
tion activities were carried out.

A pilot reading program begqn two years ago at the
elementary level was evaluated at the conclusion of the 1974-75
school year. Results of that evaluation, whiCh employed the
ITBS, Form 6, will be studied by the principal and faculty in
1975-76 compared with results of the ITBS, and will form the
basis for program revision. If the results of this commercially-
prepared reading program are highly favorable, the program can
expand to other schools.,

A "reading management" system, planned during the 1974-
75 school year, became operational in one elementary school: in
early September 1975. This management system has analyzed 12
reading series in Common use in the county to determine the basic
reading skills represented in each series. Skills, many of which
are tested by the ITBS, have been organized into a hierarchy.
The emphasis of the program is on mastery of skills before pro-
ceeding to a new skill in the sequence. The program includes a
variety of multi-media materials for pupils having difficulty
with mastery of specific skills.

Four county orientation workshops are being organized
to prepare for the administration of the Basic Skills Reading
Mastery Test. Two workshops will be held in Hagerstown; two
will be conducted at schools outside the city. Classroom teachers
who will be administering this test will be directly involved in
the workshops.

Program modifications in science were continued during
the 1974-75 school year. The Modular Activities Programs in
Science (MAPS), initiated in Grade 5 in 1974-75, was expanded
to Grades 4 and 6 for 1975-76. The total MAPS program, Grades
K-5, is being piloted in one elementary school this year.

A pilot individualized reading program using a diag-
nostic/prescriptive approach was begun in one middle school in
1973-74. In this program, pupils are placed at their level of
achievement rather than according to grade level. Based on
successes,in 1973-74, two additional middle schools adopted the
program in 1974-75. For the 1975-76 school year, two more
middle schools will be using this approach for individualizing
reading instruction. At the same time, financial support was
increased for two middle schools that began the program in prior
years.

()
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Based on the diagnostic/prescriptive efforts of the
middle schools and building on a continuum of skills, one high
school began an individualized reading program in 1974-75.
Three more high schools were brought into the program this
Fall.

In Spring 1975, Washington County administered the
three subtests of the Work-Study Skills section of the ITBS. Re-
sults of these tests have had implications for curriculum develop-
ment and revision in social studies in the 1975-74 schoOl year.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

During the past two years, Washington County's'efforts
and expenditures haveexceeded the requirements of the Maryland
Accountability Program." However, state funding should be made
available for materials necessary to administer both the ITBS and
the CAT and practice tests for Grade 3. There is'.also a need for
basic electronic MRC scoring and reporting services, workshops
and inservice programs ii the field of psychometrics, field
trips to provide teachers with opportunities to observe exemplary
classroom programs that address the basic skills-areas, and for
research and program development 'in gifted and special education.

F. General Comments

Suggested modifications for MAP are:

Utilization of a wide variety of testing programs,
e.g., criterion-referenced tests,with a reduction
of nonreferenced assessment instruments used to
determine student performance.

A reversal in the March-May testing schedule so
that students in Grades 3 and 5 are tested first
and students in Grade. 7 and '9 are tested in,the
second half of the period concerned.

Consideration of age level equivalents instead
of grade level equivalents.
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WASHINGTON COUNTY

TABLE I. ,SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

A. cOMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

'TOTAL
POPULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
'FAMILY
INCOME,

(31
t.

, =PERCENT s
DISADVANTAGED .

,-SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN''
f

1.06,224 $10,083 12.7

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE'OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(51

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

^ (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

11.4 11.5

B. .CHO0L CHARACTERISTICS 1AS,OF SEPTEMBER. 1974)

(61
.

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

-...

17)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(8) .

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

23.490 'I $11,057 $17,818 11.2 20.1

(111

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

. (121

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

4131

ATTODANCE
RATE

27.3X 19.6 94.6*

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973.4974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(141

TOTAL
PER PUPIL ,

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(161

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

.(171

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

$976.61 $725.03 74.25 $29.87

. (18)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(18)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

3.1X 35.56 0.6*

SEE CHAPTER 3I.PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. -
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¶WASHINGTON COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA
LENT SCORES/ BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*'

(1)

12)

J/43

VOCABULARY
1862

(21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

(3)

SPELLING

(4)

CAPITAL-
LZATION

1882

q

3 1743

5 1862

7 1882

`14t.f.4,11,'

2036

"VottP;"

1743

5 1862

7 1842

9

3

2016

1743

5 1862

7 1882

9 2016

(51

PUNCTUATION

3 1743

5 1862

7 1842

9 2016

0)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
Tr',rn

( 4.)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
rreTrt,

15)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

SOE
SCORES

101.4

A(6)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

I,n)

15.99

(7)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES

rs

). 1

(01

STANDARD
DEVIATION)

97.31 26 101.5 15.68 5.00 1.61

99,95 9 100.8 15.37 6.57 1.89

on,18

98.05

7

27

102.3

101.4

15.67

15.99

8.24

3,65

2.09

1.23

97.10 26 101.5 15.68 5.29 1.52

100.00 9 100.8 15.37 6.70 1,70

90,08

(tett,rst
97.88

onvo,

27

102.3

r,r4V4441'

101.4

15.67

NOM
15.

8.25 1.93

1.364.11

97.37 26 101.5 15.68 5.46 1.82

99.79 9 100.8 15.37 6.58 2.07

89.29 7 102.3 15.67 8.21 2.37

97.99 27 101.4 15.99 4.10 1.34

97.58 26 101.5 15.68 5.57 1.78

99.84 9 100.8 15.37 6.77 2.15

89.24 102.3 15.67 8.32 2.49

97.76 27 101.4 15.99 4.35 1.48

97.37 26 03.c11.5 15.68 5.56 1.69

99.84 9 100.8 15.37 6.74 2.04

88.64 7 102.3 15.67 8029 2.32

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS. TABLE.
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WASHINGTON COUNTY

TABLE,2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRAPE* (CONTINUED)

SKILL
AREAS

111

GRADER
..-..1

(21

NUMDER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS -

TESTED

141

NUM3ER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS)

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SDI

171

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
ME/

(1)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SDI

161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1743 97.99 27 101.4 15.99 3.72 1.31

5 / 1862 97.42 26 141.5 15.68 5.11 1;74

7 2.112 99.14 9 100.8 15.37 6.'59 2.08

9 201 88.69 7 102.3 15.67 8.04' 2.26

CO

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

,A.0,,,,,,,,,

16/

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1743 97.59 27 101.4 15.99 4.09 1.22

5 1862 97.05 26 101.5 15.68 5.43 1.57

7 1882 99.73 9 100.8 15.37 6.67 1.86

9
. ittils:),,

3

1 .

,._,-,..,...xospato,

1743

., 1.

evakilinAllt011ft4\ki.
97.76

r
23

(12 3
.

101.4

15 6
,

340.99

A .R
1.11/441 .

3.'6

OR
.1, . ti. vat 104::,.

1.03

5 3.142 97.64 26
'...."1-'

101.5
'

15.61 5.13 1.55

7 2.112 99.63 9 100.8 15.37 7.27 1.75

9 2016 68.19 7 102.3
[

15.67 1.94 1.93

191

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1743 97.76 27 101.4 1 15.99 3.66 1.11

5 2.162 97.64 26 101.5 15.68 5.49 1.37

7 2.112 99.66 9 100.6 15.37 7.00 1.61

9 2016 86.34 7 102.3 15.67 1.40 1.85

(10)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3
t

1743 97.65 27 101.4 15.99 3.71 1.02

5 1862 97:64 26

9

101,5

100.8

15.68

15.37

5.67 1.39

7,14 1.587 1882 99.57

9 2016 88.05 7 102 1 6 8.66

!1%.

1.76
401'Krim" 44" 4'04.- 441A1111011111"kirQ t. 1,611.0~4A. 4CS40414 911. +

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 61-69, FOR DEFINITION OFIERHS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WASHINGTON COUNTY-

TAME 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973 -1974) WITH'
YEAR II (1974-$975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE. SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

O

.GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1973 1974 1974 1975

3 100,1 101,4

NONVERBAL 5 103,1 101.5

ABILITY
7 103.4 100,8

103,9 -102,3

VOCABULARY.

3,38 3.51

5 4.97 5,00

6,74 6,57

8,22 8,24

3,54 3,65

5,32 5.29

7 6,94 6,70

8,31 8,25

3.85 4,09

LANGUAGE 5 5.35 5.

TOTAL
7 6,81 6,67.

7,95 8,18

3,66 --331

5,67 5,67

S,64 _ 8..66

a

, .

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 770-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS,AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP. INTER ETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOUL
FROM DIF

LSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
RENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.
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WASHINGTON COUNTY (BESTER POTOMAC HEIGHTS)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL_-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

. SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT

.

MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY

ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN DEGREE VAN- TIGN. OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMLN.. ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER ($1

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) . (51 (6) (7) (8). (9) (10) s (111 (12)

NESTER

BOONSBORO ELEM

CLEAR SPRING

CONOCOCHEAGUE

EMMA K DNB

FOUNTAIN ROCK

FOUNTAINDALE

FUNKSTOHN

GREENBRIER

HANCOCK'

KEEDYSVILLE

LINCOLNSHIRE

P

NAUGANSVILLE

OLD FORGE

PANGBORN BOULEVARD

PARAMOUNT

PLEASANT VALLEY

POTOMAC HEIGHTS

PRE K-6 726 22.3

K-5 371 25.4

K-5 472 21.6
. .

w ,

..,

Kr5 310 23.8

298 22.9

K-5 397 22.1

K-5 498 21.7

K-5 255 23.2

K-5 253 23.0

PRE K-5 449" 22.5

1-6 107 21.4

K-6 809 24.3

K-6 , 389 22.9

K-5 327 23.3

K-5 604 23.2

K-5 228 22.8

K-6 226 22.6

K-5 241- 17.2

94.4

97.0

97.1

96.7
.

96.5

95.7

95.6.

.97.3

96.5

96.7

,,

97.2

96.4

(96.9

96.6,

96.3

96.5

95.0

.95.8

30.5 2.0 .12.1 21.5 20.0

13.6 1.0 9.4 12.0 20.5

19.0 1.0 14.4 32.6 15.0

12.0 1.0 12%9 36.0 34.6
0

12.0 1.0 11.6 ,46.0 23.1

17.0 1.0 4.2 24.0 11.1

21.0 2.0 11.4 23.8 34.8

10.0 1.0 7.8 9.0 18.2

10.0 1.0 5.1 9.0 27.3

4
19.0 1.0 19.5 10.0 301.0

4.0 1.0 23.3 41.0 20.0

31.3 2.0 9.9 24.5 24.0

16.0 1.0 13.6 15.0 17.6

13.0 1.0 6.4 13.8 7.1

25.0. 1.0 11.0 14.0 30.8

9.0 1.0 8.1 16.0 20.0

9.0 1.0 16.9 6.0 20.0

13.0 1.0 9.2 10.f 35.7 ,

SEE CHAPTER 3I-PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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17.8 10.5 7461

11.9 9121

11.8 10.8 7876

11.4 11.0 8523

14.6 11.1 - .7976

15.5 11.6 8540

4.6 12.3 11,550

4.0 12.0 9880

9.9 11.4 8638

19.1 9.2 7127

24.8

5.9

9.2 7506

12.2 10,344

12 1
11.7 9449

.

9 4
12.1 9954

.

7 9
11.7 9295

7 2
12.4 11281

12.7

9.2 7476

3.2.3. 10,790



WASHINGTON COUNTY (BESTER POTOMAC HEIGHTS)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGEGRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND. NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

WASHINGTON COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AG& SCORES*SCHOOL SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

JESTER

*. SKILL ARIAS

VOCABULARY : READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- ulFm- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
LAND ENCE ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE

SAS GE NORM GE it= GE NORM GE NORM

3 93.6 2.70 3.12 -.42 2.60 3.17 -.37 3.20 3.56 -.36 3.00 3.24 -.24

5 93.6 3.90 4.55 -.65 4.30 4.62 -.32 4.10 4.87 -.77 4.60 4.86 -.2A

BOONSBORO ELEMENTARY 3 102.5
5 106.6

3.50
5.40

43t

3.70 -.20 3.80
5.90 -.50 5.60

3.77 4-.03
5.91 -.31

4.20 4.15 405 3.80
5.90 6.14 -.24 6.40

3.76 .04'
6.09 .31

CLEAR SPRING. ELEM 3 9 .0 3.50 3.28 *.22 3.70 .3.33 4.37 3.90 3.72 .18 3.50 3.30 .12
5 100.9 4.90 5.20

-.30 5.20 5.24 -.04 5.40 5.48 -.06 5.70 5.46 .24

CONOCOCHEAGOE' 3 103.5 3.40 3.76 -.36 3.90 3.63 .07 4.40 4.21 S.90 3.81 .09
5 101.8 5.00 5,28 -.28 5.40 5.32 .08 6.00 5.55 .45 5.80 5.53 +.27

EMMA K DOUR ELEM 3 102.8 3.70 3.72 -.02 3.60 3.79, -.19 4.10 4.17 -.07 4.00 3.77 .23
5 102.1 5.20 5.31 -.11 5.30 5.34 -.04 5.50 5.56 -.08 5.60 5.55 .05

A

FOUNTAIN ROCK 3 99.9 3.40 3.53 -.13 3.30 3.59 -.29 3.50 3.98 -.48 3.40 3.61 -.21

5 101.5 4.80 5.25 -.45 4.60 5.29 -.69 4.70 5.53 -.83 5.10 5.50 -.40

FOUNTAINDALE 3 104.8 4.10 3.84 .26 4.20 3.92 .28 4.40 4.30 .10 4.10 3.89 .21
5 110.8 6.10 6.07 .03 6.50 6.06 .42 6.80 6.31 .49 6.90 6.25 +.65

FUNKSJOWN 3 106.0 3.70 4.05 -.35 3.90 4.13 -.23 4.40 4.51 -.11, 4.10 4.06 .02
5 103.7 5.50 5.45 .05 5.80 5.48 .32 5.60 5.71 .09 6.20 5.68 +.52

GREENBRIER 3 94.8 3.20 3.20 .00 3.40 3.25 .15 A..60 3.64 -.04 3.30 3.31 -.01

5 97.8 4.60 4.93 -.33 4.70 4.98 -.28 4.70 5,22 -.52 5.00 5.21 -.21

HANCOCK 3 102.6 3.60 3.72 ' -.12 3.80 3.79 .01 4.40 4.17 .23 3.80 3.77 -Zt.03'

5 97.3 4.60 4.88 -.28 4.90' 4.94. -.04 5.20 5.18 .02 5.30 5.17 .13

KEEDYSVILLE 3 99.0 1.40 3.47 -2.02 2.60 3.53 -.93 2.60 3.92 r1.32 2.10 3:55 -1.45
5 89.3 2.40 4.17 -1.77 3.00 4.26 -1.26 2.90 4.51 -1.61 4.00 4.53 -.53

LINCOLNSHIRE

MAUGANSVILLE

OLD FORGE

3 107.1
5 106.7

3.90 3.99 -.09 3.90 4.07 -.17 4.60 4.45 .15 4.10 4.02 .08
5.50 5.71 -.21 5.70 5.73 -.03 5.90 5.96 -.06 5.80 5.92 -.12

3 105.2 3.50 3.87 -.37 3.70 3.95 -.25 3.8b 4.33 --.53 3.70 3.91 -.21

. 5 101.4 5.30 5.24 4.06 5.60 5.28 .32 5.60 5.52 .08 6.00 5.50 .50 '

3 107.3
5 104.9

3.70 4.01
5.60 5.55

-.31
+.05

3.90 4.09
5.80 5.58

-.10
+.22

PANOBVRN BOULEVARD 3 109.6 4.30 4.15 4.15 4.30 4.24 +.06
9 104.8 5.60 5.54 .06 5.90 5.57 +..33

4.60
6.20

5.10
6.20

4.47
5,81

4.62
5.81

.13 3.90 4.04 -.14

.39 6.30 5.78 .52

.48 4.40 4.17 .23
6.00 5.77 .23

PARAMOUNT 3 107.4 4.00 4.0k +.01 4,00 4.09' -.09 4.40 4.47 -.07 3.90 4.04 -.14

5 i10.O 6.00 6.00 .00 6.30 6,01 ,29 6.40 6.24 .16 6.60 6.18 .42

PLEASANT VALLEY 3 99.5 3.10 3.50 -.40 3.20 3.56 -.36 3.70 3.95 -.25 3.20 3.50 -.38
5 96.4 4.20 4.80 -.60 4.80 4.66 -.06 4.80 5.10 -.30 5.00 5.10 -.10

.;

POTOMAC HEIGHTS 3 96.8 3.20
5.26 -:46
3.46 -.26 3.20 -.32 3.90 -.10 3.40

5.51 '.31
3.54 -.14

,114 rl i'l

3.52 3.60
5 101.6 4.80 5.00 ' 5.30 -.30 5.10 5.54 +.44 5.20

J q 0 't-i

,,

.

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFIMN-ON OF TERMS, EXRLANAT1ON OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE IITIFFERENCE. SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLES

. .
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WASHINGTON COUNTY (ROHERSVILLE BOONESBORO SR HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL NAME

GRADE
ORGANI-
ZATION

(1)

TOTAL
SCHOOL
ENROLL-
MENT
12)

OUPIL/
STAFF
RATIO
(3)

`PERCENT
AVERAGE
DAILY

ATTEN-
DANCE
14/

TOTAL NO.
AVERAGE YEARS
EXPERIENCE

PERCENT
STAFF

MASTER'S
DEGREE
OR ABOVE

(9)

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT
DISAD-
VAN-

TAGED
110/

MEDIAN
EDUCA-
TION OF
MOTHER
(11)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME
IS/
(12)

TEACHER
15/

ADMIN.
(6)

TEACHER
(7)

ADMIN.-
(8)

ROHERSVILLE 1-6 112 22.4 97.1 4.0 1.0 8.0 32.0 40.0 22.6 9.5 7720

l.

SALEM AVENUE K-4 402 22.3 96.3 17.0 1.0 12.9 24.0 27.8 18.0 9.8 7431

SHARPSBURG K-6 309 23.8 95.4 12,0 1.0 9.0 7.0 7.7 20.1 10.0 8201

SMITHBURG ELEM PRE K-5 380 24.5 97.0 14.5 1.0 9.4 10.0 45.2' 12.0 11.5 8644

SURREY K-5 285 23.7 96.6 11.0 1.0 4.7 31.0 16.7 13.8 11.4 8378

WILLIAMSPORT ELEM PRE K-5 756 28. 95.8 25.0 2.0 14.9 12.3 25.9 9.0 113 8977

WINTER STREET P, 3e-4 346 21.6 96.2 15.0 1.0 7.4 29.0 25.0 20.4 v 9.9 7672

WOODLAND WAY P, 1-6 425 20.2 96.0 20.0 1.0 11.6 6.0 33.3 12.0 11.8 .9373

BOONSBORO JR HIGH 637 22.7 95.7 26.0 2.0 11.0 15.5 75.0 16.8 10.4 8316
-4

CASCADE MIDDLE K-8 633 20.4 96.8 29.0 2.0 9.8 17.0 29.0 8.6 12.2' 7720

CLEAR SPRING MIDDLE 6-8 483 21.0 95.3 21.0 2.0 10.9 15.0 30.4 4.5 10.8 8093
A,

E RUSSEL NICKS 6-8 1,029 21.4 ' 94.7 46.0 2.0 11.1 25.0 43.7 12.0 11.4 8591

HANCOCK SR
4

6 -12 538 15.8 95.4 32.0 2.0 11.7 26.5 26.5 16.5 9.2 7126

fi

NORTH POTOMAC JR.HIGH 6-8 954 20.3 94.9 45.0 2.0 15.0 30.5 27.7 7.9 12.1 10,340

SMITHSBURG JR HIGH 6-8 440 19.1 96.5 21.0 2.0 6.5 18.5 21.7 12.8 12.0 9042

WASHINGTON MIDDLE 5-8 855 19.0 94.8 43.0 2.0 13.3 23.7 35.5 18.0 10.0 7746

WILLIAMSPORT MIDDLE 6-8 755 22.2 96.7 32.0 2.0 10.7 '714.5- 32.3 10.5 11.9 9369

BOONSBORO SR HIGH 9-12 898 19.9 94.6 43.0 2.0 13.9 15.7' 48.9 15.8 10.4 8316

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72...73, .FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WASHINGTON COUNTY (ROHERSVILLE BOONESBORO SR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVE4pE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WI.JH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

p WASHINGTON COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

SKILL AREAS
44,40

VOCABULARY REAUING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE 'AVERAGE AVERAGE

SAS GE

MAR'fr.

LAND
NORM

DIFFER..
E1XE

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LANU
NORM

DIFFER-
INCE

AVERAGE

GE

MARY..
LAND
NORM

DIFFER
FNCE

AVERAGE

GE

MARY...

LAND
NORM

DIFFER..
ENCE

ROHRERSVILLE 3 99.5 3.80 3.50 +.30 4.10 3.50 , 4.54 4.20 3.95 4.25 3.90 3.58 +.32
96.1 4.60 4.78 --.10 4.80 4.84 .04- 4.70 5.08 -.38 5.20 5.07 4.13

SALEM AVENUE 3 98.2 2.80 3.42 -.62 3.30 3.48 -.18 A 3.60 3.86 -.26 3.40 3.51 -.11

SHARPSBURG 3 96.4 3.30. 3.30 4.00 3.50 3.36 4.14 3.80 3.74 +.06 3.50 3.40 4.10
5 98.4 4.90 4.90 -.08 4.90 5.03 -.13 4.90 5.27 -.37 5.60 5.26 +.34

SHIIHSBURG ELEM. 3 101.2 3.90 3.61 4.29 3.90 3.68 +.22 4.50 4.06 4.44 4.10 3.68 +.42
5 100.0 5.20 5.12 +.08 5.30 5.17 4.13 5.140 5.40 4.00 5.50 5.38 ..12

SURREY 3 105.1 3.50 3.86 -.36 3.80 3.94 ....14 4.00 4.32 -.32 3.70 3.91 ....21

5 103.6 5.10 5.44 -.34 5.60 5.47 4.13 5.60 5.70 -.10 " 5.80 5.67 +.13

WILLIAMSPORT ELLM 3 100.1 3.50 3.54 -.04 e 3.70 3.60 +.10 4.10 3.99 +.11 3.60 3.62 ...02
5 103.4 5.00 5.42 -.42 5.60 5.45 +.15 6.00 5.69 +.31 6.00 5.66 +.34

-.-

WINTER STRUT 3 93.9 2.80 3.14 -.34 3.00 3.19 -.19 3.20 3.58 .-.38 3.00 3.26 -.26

WOMEXPOrWAY 3 90.7 3.20 2.94 +.26 3.20 2.97 4.23 3.60 3.36 +.24 3.60 3.07 +.53
5 91.3 4.40 4.35 4.05 4.60 4.43 4.17 4.60 4.68 -.08 5.20 4.69 +.51

BOONSORO JR HIGH 7 99.2 6.50 6.65 -.15 6.60 6.68 ...08 6.40 6.79 -.39 7.12 6.92 +.18

t ,' I

CASCALE MIDDLE 3 101.5 3.70 3.63 +.07 3.Y0 3.70- 4---(10- 4.90 3.70 4.20
%+.27

-16-30
5.40

4.00
5.47

4.22-
-.075 100.8 5.40 5.19 +.21 5.50 5.23 5.60 5.45 4.15

7 100.2 6,90 6.76 4.14 7.10 6.78 +.32 6.90 6.88 4.02 7.50 7.02 +.48

CLEAR SPRING MIDDLE 7 100.3 6.30 6.77 -.47 6.40 6.79 -.39 6.20 6.89 -.69 6.80 7.03 -.23

E RUSSELL HICKS 7 98.4 6.50 6.56 -.06 6.60 6.60 +.00 6.60 6.71 -.11 7.00 6.84 +.16

HANCOCK SR 7 97.3 '6.20 6.44 6.10 6.49 .-.39 5.90 6.61 6.40 6.73 -.33
9 98.6 7.70 8.11 7.80 8.05 -.25 7430 8.13 8.20 8.22 -.02

NORTH POTOMAC JR HI 7 105.2 7.10 7.30 -.20 7.20 7.29 -.09 7.60 7.36 +.24 7.60 7.54 +.06

SHITHSOURG JR HIGH 7 101.0 6.60 6.84 -.24 6.80 6.86 ...06 6.40 6.96 -.56 7.10 7.11 ...01

WASHINGTON MIDDLE 5 99.8 4.50 5.10 5.00 5.15 -.15 5.00 5.39 -.39 5.50 5.37 +.43
7 101.7 6.20 6.92 -.72 6.50 6.93 ...43 6.60 7.03 -.43 7.20 7.18 +.02

WILLIAMSPORT MIDDLE 7 100.2 6.50 6.76 6.60 6.78 6.40 6.88 7.10 7.02 +.08

BOONSOORO SR HIGH 9 103.8 8.2q 8.71 -.51 8;20 8.65 -.45 8.20 8.64 ..44 8.70 8.78

41 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74 -.75, FOR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK 0,1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

4
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WASHINGTON COUNTY (CLEAR SPRING HIGH WILLIAMSPORT HIGH)

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

. PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN,, TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE. ,SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGAN!- ENROLL- STAFF MEN DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCUMI.

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION RENT RATIO DANCE OR *DOVE TACED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME 11) 12) 13) 14) (5) 16) (7) ID) 19) 110) 111) 112)

CLEAR SPRING HIGH 9-12 480 17%1 93.1 26.0 2.0 11.9 14.9 39.3 14.7 10.8 8089

NORTH HAGERSTOWN SR HIGH_ 1-12, 1;745 11t6 88.9 64.0 4.0 12.9
0*

26.3 47.7 6.9 12.0 9676

SMITHBURG SR HIGH 9-12 892 22.9 94.6 37.0 2.0 11.5 15.0 38.5 14.5 12.0 8566

SOUTH HAGERSTOWN SR HIGH 9-12 1,599 21.0 90.5 73.0 3.0 13.5 17.6 35.5 16.8 11.1 8241

WILLIAMSPORT HIGH 9-12 1,108 21.3 92.0 50.0 2.0 12.6 28.0 40.4 10.8 11.9 9321

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72-73. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

498



WASHINGTON COUNTY (CLEAR SPRING HIGH WILLIAMSPORT HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND.NQRMS BASED ON SCHOOL

WASHINGTON COUNTY AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORE$
SCHOOL SWtm

SKILL AREAS

VOCAOULARY REAMING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL pATHEmATICAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE

.

AVERAGE AVERAGE

5A5 OE

MARY-
LANO
NORM

01FrER- AVERAGE MARY-
ENCE LAND

GE NORM

DIFFER- AVERAGE
ENCE

GE

MARY-
LAND
NORM

DIFFER-
ENCE

,,

AVERAGE

GE

MARY-
LAND.
NORM

OFFER-
(ROE

CLEAR SPRING HIGH 9 100.3 8.10 8.31 -.21 8.I0 8.24 -.14 7.70 8.29 -.59 8.20 8.41 -.21

NORTH mAGERSTowN SR 9 104.0 8.50 , 8.83 -.33 8.58 8.77 . -.27 8.20 , 8.74 -.54 9.10 8.89 +.21

SMITHSOuRG SR HIGH 9 104.5 0.30 8.79 -.49 8.3D 8.73 -.43 8.I0 8.71 -.81 8.60 8.86 -.26

SOUTH HAGERSTowN SR 9 97.5 8.00 7.98 .D2 8.00 7.92 ..08 8.2D 8.02 +.18 8.4D 8.10 +.30

WILLIAMSPONT HIGH 9 1D4.9 8.40 8.e4 -.44 8.50 8.78 -.28 8.70 8.75 -05 8.80 8.90 -.10'

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (4,) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAIILE.

,
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNT4B114TY ASSESSMENT. INFORMATION

4.2.23 Wicomico County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

During 1973-74, county level, educational goals in the
specific areas of reading, writing, and mathematics were developed
by members of the Division of Instruction using the format suggested
by the Maryland State Department of Education. Descriptive state-
ments were written explaining the intent of each goal and suggested
means for achieving that goal. These county goals were then pre-
sented to school principals for review, along with examples of school
level educational objedti'ies. Plans were made- for faculty intervice
meetings in each school"to-familiarize the staff with county 1pvel
educational goals and to begin development of school level educational

objectives.

During 1974-75, each pchool formed "committees to develop
a school philosophy and-to outline school program objectives in the
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. Staff members from the
Division of Instruction provided consultative services as requested.
By mid-December, each school submitted a firpt draft to the'central

,.offioe. *

/ \\
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These drafts were reviewed, returned to the school committee for
revision and a second draft was submitted to the central office in
February. The final, revised version of the document was presented
to the entire school faculty for approval before being submitted to'
the central office on March 15, 1975.

B. Local Assessment Activities

Local assessment activities have included examining exist-
, ing curricula in view of local goals and objectives. Assessment was

made to ascertain whether: the goals and objectives were realistic
and measurable; ample emphasis was placed on the-teaching of the basic
skills; and subject matter was functional or related to daily living.

School-level goals and objectives in all subject areas
have also been developed by secondary schools in the county.

The Votational-Technical Center Program has been evaluated
in terms of the performance objectives delscribed in a new evaluation
measure devised by the Maryland State Department of Education.

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

During Spring 1975, the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) were administered for the second time. Since the tests have
not beery administered to the same students, it is difficult to determine
progress, strength, or patterns. However, the 1975 test results
indicate that Wicomico County compared favorably with the average
scores for Maryland schools. Analysis of the results indicates improve-
ment and progress over results fro the previous'year, particularly

t in the areas of reading comprehen4mon and spelling. Ninth grade scores
are consistently higher than the state average in ialr areas.

D. Program Modification Activities

Program modification and services to improve the quality
Of education have always been an ongoing concern in Wicomico County.
An example of this county policy is the basic skills-oriented program
in mathematics which has been implemented in the county. This program
is structured to allow concentration on a specific skill until mastered.
Greater stress has been placed on fundamentals of operations.

40
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In addition, a workshop held during Summer 1975
used local and state program goals to develop new curriculum guides
in mathematics.

In the language skills area, Grades K-8, a new program in
grammar and composition is being used. This program agrees with the
educational goals and objectives of Wicomico County and seems to pro-
vide appropriate training'in the skills tested by the ITBS.

Workshops during Summer 1975 included survival reading
for elementary and secondary teachers to prepare curriculum-oriented
mini-units supplemented by related learning stations. The interest
expressed by teachers was great enough to begin the second workshop
in September to continue through the first semester.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

There is a need for, additional inservice training, better
staff differentiation and more effective use of ancillary personnel.
All of these sIould help to bring about an improvement in the quality
of education and bring the state and local accountability goals into
better focus.
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WICOMICO COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYST1EM,LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILEi:

A. CORMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

II/

TOTAL
\:1CP PULATION

(2)

MEDIAN
FAMILY
INCOME

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

5'7,103 510,206 17.9

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

4

(51

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

10.8, 11.1

B. SCHOOL. CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)

161

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENRQLLMENT

17)

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(B)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(9)

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(1Q)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

13,796 $10.6811 516,290 12.5 21.4

111)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE

(12)

PUPIL/STAFF
RATIO

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATE

16.7. 18.7 9.3X

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

(14)

TOTAL%
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(15)

PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR INSTRUCTION

(16)

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(17)

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

5918.27 $679.17 74.0% $17.27

(119)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION.:..'

(19)
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

1.9% $5.20 0.6%

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65o FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WICOMICO COUNTY-

,TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL ",NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRAVE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY,,SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE

SKILL
AREAS

(1)

VOCABULARY

13.)

r.nto,r

3

(2)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
rupplirp

1081

13)

PERCENT'OF
STUDENTS
Trr^

98.43

(4)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
rrTrIs

A5)
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORES

(61

STANDARD
DEVIATION

c-ni

17)

AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
Or)

5.

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

I'h

1.09'15 99.9 15.22

5 1117 100.00 15" 101.7 15.10 5.21

6.78

1.47
1.4

1.817 1103 87.22. 4 99.8 15.02

9 1084 80.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.57 1.88

&PP.*.

(21

READING

COMPRE-

HENSION

(31

SPELLING

CenttfAk

3

..".4141(P`'%44t

1081

'lte° "' ':1" "':"~11f6.*

3.61 1.1898.43 15 99.9 15.22

5 1117 100,00 15 101.7 15.10 5.33 1.0

7 1103 87.22 4 99.8 15.02 6.94 1.67

(?RU

1051

8 1 1

"14.444MV00,4.-
98.43

4

15

102.0

41/4149.40*4411W1K9K14*.
99.9

14,54
%.j0111161tEtt:

15.22

8,53

4..30

1,73

1.31

5 13.3.7 100.00 3.5 101.7 15.3.0 5.75 1.70

7 3.3.03 87.22 4 99.8 15.02 7.23 2.03

9 3.080 40. 4 102.0 14.54 8.80 2.06

141

CAPITAL-
IZATION

3 1081 91.43 3.5 99.9 15.22 3.13 1.27

5 3.13.7 100.00 15 101.7 15.10 5.34 1.63

7 3.3.03 e7.22 99.8 15.02 6.89 1.97

9 10 84 80.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.82 2.07

(5)

PUNCTUATION

1081 98.43 3.5 99.9 15.22 3.97

3.3.17 100.00 3.5 101.7 15.10 5.50 1.61

1103 e7.22 4 99.8 15.02 6.80 1.97

3.084 80.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.50, 2.14

%11SEE aTER 3, PAGES 6-10, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND,SOURCES OF.DATA PROVIDED IN THIS

eR1
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VICOMICO COUNTY

!ABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE* (CONTINUED)

404 r

SKILL
AREAS

11)

GRADE

121

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

131

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
TESTED

14)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

!SI
AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
)SAS)

16)

''''''s-,,

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(51)1

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

s

'101

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SDI

16).

LANGUAGE
USAGE

3 1001 98%43 15 99.9 15.22 3.65 1.35

5 1117 100.00 15 101.7 15.10
ti

5.34 1.69

7 1103 87.22 4 ,9.8 15.02 6.96 2.04

9 1084 00.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.63 2.13

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

181

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

3 1081 98.43 15 99.9 15.22 3.94 1.15

5 1117 100.00 15 101.7 15,10 5.48 1.45 -

7 1101 87.22 4 99.8 15.02 6.97 1.74

9 1114

1G81

80.81

v0.4

4

.

102.n

99.9

14.54

15.41

8 69 ,

3.53

87

.95

5 1117 100.00 15 101.7 I 1540 5.47 k 1.41

7 1103 07.22 4 0.8 i 215.02 7.10 1.63

9 1084 80.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.94 1,79

19)

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 1081 90.43 15 99.9 15.22 3.37 .99

H
5 1117 100.00 15 101.7 15.10 5.17 1.33

7 1103 87.22 4 99.8 15.02 6.80 1.69

9 1004 80.81 4 102.0 14.54 8.61 1.84

1101

MATHEAATICAL

TOTAL

3 1081 98.43 15 99.9 15.22 3.45 .91

5 1117 100.00 15 101.7 15.10 5.32 1.29

7 1103 87.22 4 99.8 15.0 6.99 1.55

1084 80.81 4 102.0 14,511 8.77 1.70

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-69, FOR DEFINITIONAOF
TERMS' AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WICOMICO COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL COMPARISON OF YEAR I(1973-1974) WITH
YEAR,II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

3 99,8 99,9

5 101.3 101,7

98.2 99..8

9 103.2 102.0

VOCABULARY

3 3.44 3.47

5 5,14 5.21

6,76 6,78

9 8,73 .8,57

1111P1921111113S3.11131121Milig5221.E'
3,61

READING

COMPREHENSION

3 ).56
5 5,28 5.33

6,86 6.94

9 8.66 8.53

LANGUAGE

TOTAL.

)4.41.1' 4 4144:?1,

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 3.88 3,94

5 5,42 5.48

7 6.77 6.97

9 8.70 8.69

1.-1. 41.4104 'h .:.4-4., .%

3 3.45

5 5,31 5.32

7. 6,94 6.99

9 8,88 8,77

".' hWtto . 140044. oev ,

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO DE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR 1 AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

AJA

.AL
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WICOMICO COUNTY (BEAVER RUN WICOMICO JR HIGH)

TABLE 31. SCHOOL LEVEL COMMUNeY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*,

PERCENT ( PERCENT

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIAN' TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF
GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER (S)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

;

BEAVER RUN K,2-6 609 21.9 .97.3 25.7 2.0 9.4 18.1 15.7 2Q.0 10.8 8052

DELMAR MARYLAND K-6 964 26.4 96.7 34.5 2.0 10.7 27.5 16.8 15.6 10.6 8143

EAST SALISITRY K,2-6 530 19.1 97.1 25.7 2.0 13.3 26.7 11.3 21,1 11.(4 8891

FRUITLAND K-6 868 20.4 96.2 40.5 3.0 13.3 18.6 8.4 19.1 11.1 9131

GLEN AVENUE K,2-6 604 21.1- 96.3 26.6 2.0 8.5 24.0 ' 18.5 9.6 11.1 9493

NORTH SALISBURY K,2 -6 555 20.0 97.0 2418 2.0 12.1 18.0 20.5 14.7 12.0 9399

NORTHWESTERN PRE K-6 224 19.9 97.8 9.5 1:7 13.7 18.9 4.4 19.8 10.5 8113

(

PEMBERTON K,2-6 189 15.6 96.8 11.1 1.0 19.8 13.0 20.7 20.8 11.4 8261

PINEHURST
...

K,2-6 519 17.0 98.8 28.5 2.0 12.7 23.0 14.1 4 6 12.3 10,398

.

POWEL-LVILLE 1-6 78 21.1. 97.1 2.7 1.0 23.2 27.0 0.0 24.7 10.1 8143

. I

PRINCE STREET K,2-6 549 18.6 95.3 27.5 2.0 11.3 27.5 12.3 13,6 11.0 8931

:I

SHARPTOWN 1-6 92 16.7 ' 97.9 4.0 1.5 17.3 23.3 9.1 23.2 .
10.5 . 8113

WESTSIDE PRE K-6 569 96.8. 28.8 3.3 16.3 23.8 12.9 34.9 9.9 6611.17.7
.,

WILLARDS, K-6 154 23.0 96.1 5.7 .A.0 9.6 32.0 14.9 22.6 10.1 8743

PITTBVILLE K-12 605 17.7 95.0 31.1 3.0 10.0 17.9 22.0 22.1 10.1 8743

BENNETT JR HIGH 7-9 1,461 20.9 93.5 - 47.0. 3.0 8.8 17.54 12.9 19.1 11.2 8624

MARDELA SR JR HIGH 7-12 595 18.7 94.9 29.8 2.0' 12.5 19.7 18.9 20.4 10.4 1001

WICOMICO JR HIGH 7-9 1,353 20.0 93.8 64.5 3.0 10.6 18.7' 23.7 .13.9 . 11.1 982

7 P

$ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72 -73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WICOMICO COUNTY (BEAVER RUN -.WICOMICO JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES,BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED 'ON SCHOOL

wzcomuco couriTy AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*
SCHOOL sysiLm

SKILL AREAS

VOCABULARY READING COMPREPENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL .. MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

.

Z

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-. WEER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- TFFER-

LAND E/X1 LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND NCE

SAS GE' ,NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

A

BEAVER RUN 3 100.6' 3.45 ,3:57 3.38 3.64 -26 3.R2 4.02 -.20 3.41 3.65 -.tie

5 101.4 5.02 5.24 -.22 5.23 5.28 -.05 5.60 5.52 ,08 5.09 5.50 -.41

OLLNAR MARYLAND 3 101.3 3.57 3.62 -.05 3.69 3.69 .00 3.69 4.07 -.38 3.48 3.69

5 102.0 '5.00 5.30 -.30 5.24 5.33 -.09 5.08 5.57 -.49 5.30 5.54 -.24

EAST SALISBURY 3 95.7 3.38 3.26( .12 3.43 3.31 .12 3.76 3.70 .06 3.31 3.36 -.05

5 99.8 5.07 5.10 -.03 5.31 5.15 4.16 5.40 5.39 .01 5.24 5.37 -.11,/:

FRUITLAND' 3 96.4 3.48 3.30 , .1/1 3.65 3.36 .29 4.05 3.74 .31 3.471 3.40 °,0
' 6

5 101.0 5.45 5.39 .06 5.50 5.42 +.0A 5.62. 5.65 -.03 5.21' 5.62 -.4f

GLEN AVENUE- 3 100.2 3.47 3.55 -.On 3.74 3.61 ++13 4.17- 4.00 .17 3.41 3.62
M,

1.11

5 100,7 5.16 5.18 -.0? 5.27 5.22 *605 5.50 5.46 .04 5.34. 5.44 ..440

NORTH SALISBURY 3

'5
98.9 3.21 3.46 -.25 3.42 3+52 7.610 ,3.73 3.91 -.18 3.27 3.55. +.201

101.9 5.41 .5.29 .12 5.31 5.33 -.02 5.53 5.56 -.03 5.40 5.54

4.

NORTHESTERN 3 99.3 3.49 3.49 .00 3.80 3.55 .25 4.08 3.94 .14 3.44 3.57 -.13

5 105.1 5.00 5.57 -.57 5.20 5.60 -.40 5.64 5.83 -.19 5.10 5.79 -,69 s'
P

'PEmsERTON 3 104.9 3.74 3.85 -.11 3.55 3.93 ...R 4.16 4.31 -.15 3.75 300 -.15

5 104.1 _5.75 5.48 .27 5.62 5.51 +11 5.84 5.75 604 5.99 5'..11' .28

PINEHuRST 3 105.6 3.96 3.90 .06 4.06 3.97 .09 4.32 4.35 -.03 3.80 3.94 -.14

5 106.8 5.80. 5.72 .08 '5.96 5.74 .22 5.44 5.97 -.03 5.89 -.04

4 .11

.P06ELLVILLE 3 45,3 2.97 3.23 -.26 3.47 3.28 .14 3.67 3.67 .00 3.40. i34 +.06

5 87.3 3.92 4.00 ...OA 3.89' 4.09 -.20 4.21 4.34 -.13 ,''' 4.28 .0.37 -.09

PRINCE STREET 3 97.6 3.41 3.38 .03 3.44 3.44 .00 3.81 3.82 -.01 3.33 3.47 -.14

5 100.8 5.32 5.19 .11 5.32 5.23 4.09 5.57 5.47 .10 5.21 5.45 -.24

Jk

SHARPTOWN 3 98.8 ---e 3.64 3.46 .18 3.83 3.52 .31 4.32 3.90 .42 3.49 3.54 -.05

r:-.
5 102.0 5.30 5.30 .00 5.67 5.33 +04 5.76 5.57 .19 5.94 5.54 -.05

A

i

wESTSIDE 3
5

103.6 3.44 3.7
103.0 4.89 b.39 ::1

.."1/:1191
3.84
5.42

-.10
-.33

4.11 4.22 -.11 3.62 3.82

5.60 5.65 -.06 5.274 5.62
-.20
...35

WILLOWS 3 97.2 2.96 3.35 -.39 3.25 3.41 -.16 .3.44 3.80 ,-.36 2.96 3.45 -.44

5 98.3 4.99 4.97 .02 ' 5.07 5.02 .05 5.15 5.26 -.11 5.44 5.25 .19

.

PITy5yILLE, 3 100.9 3.10 3.59 ...49 3.42 3.66 -.24 4.11 4.04 .07 3,47 3.66 -.19

5 95.0 4.911 4.68 .23 5.08 4.74 4.34 4.84 4.99 -.15 5,11 4.99 .12

7 96.2 6.72 '6.32 .40 7.17 6.38 .70 6.40 6.50 7.06 6.61 .45

9 101.4 0.52 8,43 .00 8.8% 8.37 .52 ::11,1148.21 902 8.52 .50
sI

BLNNETT. JR HIGH 7 100.2 6.93 6'.76 .17 7.11 6.78 .33 7.20 6.88 .32 7.16 7.02 . .14

9 101.5 8.50 n.49 .05 846 0.38 .08 8.72 8.41 01 p.76 8.53 .23. -

MARDELA bli,g1+ HIGH 7 99.9 6.46 6.72 .26 .6.45 6.75 -.30 6.56 6.86 -.30 .-6.84 6.94 -.15

9 99.8 8.25 R.25 .00 6.36 8.19 .19 8.52 8.24 .28 8.64 8.35 .34

MICOMICO JR HIGH 7 99.9 6.73 6.72 4.01 6.86 6.75 .11 6.94 6.86 .08 6.85 6.99 -.14

9 103.2 8.74 R.64 .10 R.57 8.118 -.01 8.78 0.58 4.20 0.76 11.72 4.011

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK *1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN 7111

Sll
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LOCAL SCHOOL. SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.24
0

C)

Worcester County

ti

0

A. Present Status of .the Accountability PrograM

, - .
,The Worcester County Accountabi4ty pKogrealt itring Year II

was ponfined,to assessMentbf students in Giade's3C.,.7, and 9 by
using. the Iowa tests of Basic Skills, the qognItlAlitkeS Test,
anthobjectiVe-setting activities in the areas of rean`, Writing,
and:-mathematics.

Th e'ataff of each Worcester County school was charged with
lie task of *developing objectives that are consistent with the
systemwide goals. Each elementary, middle and high school in
Worcester County. developed writing teams_comprised of teachers and
other appropriate resource personnel within the school system. All
principals, resource teachers, elementary teachers, and those
secondary teachers responsible for teaching teading, writing, and
mathematics participated in objective settAg actiyities. Each
school submitted itwobjectfVes to the central office for review
prior to April 1, 1975. Committees under the direction of the County
Accountability Coordinator were established to review school objec-
tivbs and recommend changes..School.objectives were evaluated by
the review committees using the following criteria:

ascil

acceptable form,
consistency with county and state goals,
performance orientation, and
method of evaluation..

.83
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Afte& reviewing school objectives, the committees sub-
mitted their Amments and suggestions to the-Accountability Coor-
dinator who inforiped each school of the acceptance of school
objectives and made comments and suggestions for study and modi-
fication. Some general comments regarding the evaluation used ,

by the review committees are as follows:'

Is the objective stated in acceptable form? School'
objectives were organized into a logical format.
The language was precise and the objectives were
easy tic understand.

Is the objective consistent with the county and
state goals? All schdol objectives were organized
under state and county goals. Objectives that ap-
pear to be inconsistent will be re-evaluated
during the 1975-76 school year.

Are the objectivesrperformance-oriented? With few
exceptions, all objectives were behaviorally stated
in terms of pupil performance. Objectives were not
minimal for all students, but were based on the
level of study and/or ability of the students.

Can the objectives be evaluated? Since school ob-
jectives wete stated behaviorally, the eval tion
was often a part of the objective. When is did
not occur, the schools generally used des riptive
words (e.g., some, most, few). Each deb riptive
word was keyed to a percentage range tha is used
to determine the degree to which the ob' ctive was
accomplished (e.g., "some" is 25 pence t to
40 percent.) Methods for testing the objective
range from an informal teacher observation to
student performance on standardized or -criterion-
referenced tests.

Three exemplary illustrations of tyre goal /obj`gfctiye
setting process apt the school level are as follows:

C 4
.'
r Reading (Middle School }. -- Using a variety of

directional labels, most students completing level
5 will answer specific questions about the labels.
Assessment: Criterion-referenced tests (most is
70 percent or IligherY.

Writing (High School) 0.T,7 Having strong feelings About
an idea, a few students will be able to write a per-
suasive editorial or speech, observing accepted con-
ventions of writing. Assessment: Teacher observation
(few is 10 percent to 29 percenti.

Mathematics (Elementary- Kindergarten) -- Given a set
of two-dimensional shapes, the student will recognize

4

. a

4
circle, triangle, rectangld, square and elipse.
sessment: Teacher observation.

L.
^ 0 4
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B, Local Assessment Activities
O

Assessment activities during the 975-76 schoo year will

be expanded to include a detailed analysis of the results f the Iowa,

Tests. of Basic Skills andevaluation of hool o4jeciives. n addition

to the programs conducted, during the 1974-75 school year. Each ' school

) will study the item analyst printouts and compare the perfOrmance
level of Worcester County s udents with the national perforMance leVel.
tn,areas of weakness, progr s will be initiated, to correct deficien-'

cies. All Worcester schoo s will evaluate their school objectives and
report their progreSs to t e parents and the community at large.

C. Comments on Adcountability Assessment Results

The results of the 1974-75 Iowa Tests of Bisio Skilpg show

a general improvement kn Grades 3, 5, and 7 when compared with the

1973-74 results. In'Orade 9 there was a declinein grSde equivalent

scores. This decline could be attributed to a decline in the scores

on the Cognitive Abilities Test (IQ). It is hoped that the 1975 -76.

''results, which will test comparable groups foi the first time, will

. provide more-insight on pupil progresS in the Worcep -ter County Schools.
6 .1

D. Program Modification Activities

L As a result of the 1973-74 testing program, teachers were
made aware of the areas in which students. were weakest. Program

modifications wer 9. made to improve the teaching of skills tested

in the.areds of reading comprehension, language, and mathematics.

".It was hoped that improving reading comprehension skills would also

improve the student's vocabulary.

During the 1974-75 school year, as a result of the accounts:.

bility assessment program, modificationsmere Made in school programs
to improve reading at the high school level, to emphasize the basic,
language skills, and to do a better job in teaching mathematicarfacts.
In addition, emphasis has been given to improving reference and library

skills at all levels of instruction. A library test weirs developed

and will be administered during the 1975-76 school year.

I

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

.

Many,of the program modifications that have resulted from

th assessmept program require minimal financing. On the other hand,
soxe,'such as reading, require significant expenditures for materials

and inservice training. The Wortester County public schools are
fortunate that the Board of Education And the Board of County Com-
missioners 'view education as a priority:And have provided sulficient.
Onding to support the program modifications as well -as the account-

ab -ility assessment program. .
.4c

8 5
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WORCESTER COUNTY''

!ABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

so

A. cOMHONITY CHARACTERISTICS

(1)

TOTAL
POPULATION

12)

MEDIAN
FAMILI"
1NCOME

(3)'

PERCENT
DISADVANT4GED

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

25,882 15,730 . 21.5

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL .

MALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER

(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
. PE1JALES 25 YEARS

OF AGE' OR ELDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.7 10.5,

1. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER. 19741

(6)

TOTAL
SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT

(71

AVERAGE
TEACHER
SALARY

(I)

AVERAGE SALARY
OF SCHOOL LEVEL
ADMINISTRATORS

(91

AVERAGE
YEARS

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

(10)

AVERAGE
YEARS

ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE

.

6,528 111,009
.

119.392 , 9.7 21.2

(11)

PERCENT STAFF
MASTER'S DEGREE

OR ABOVE
.

(121

PUPIL /STAFF.
RATIO .

(13)

ATTENDANCE
RATS

'12.5% 16.6 c .93.51

C.. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR S973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)

I14) ,

TOTAL
PER PUPIL

EXPENDITURES

(151

PER PUPIL
'EXPENDITURES
'FOR INSTRUCTION

- (161

PERCENT
EXPENDITURES FOR

INSTRUCTION

(171

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL

OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

110050.60 1774.03 73.7% 117.73
. ,

(110

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATION

(11)
.PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

(20)

PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR PUPIL
SERVICES

r
1.7% . , 13.19 0.31

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60 -65, FOR DEFINITION 0.0 TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
o PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WORCESTER COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE*

SKILL
AgrAS

VOCABULARY'

.

11) I ?) 13) 141 ,151
AVERAGE
STANDARD

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE

n /of
STUDENTS STUDENTS

1 ,rn
soiont'S SCORES

5

7

563

533

.44140Ww

`i6. AU

13.43

90.62

(

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

kM5' .SA1441Weif

567 84.13 I 3 I 97,3 15.0;

171
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
KORES
"1''1

(0)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

f'(,1

%0441.00:1:14
).38

'J..

1.11.

4.97 1.60

6.35 -1.72

7.57 2.05

MEISEErASWrZraI2rEMM12IWZE ''Srli2-."4=====.3111:11
(2) 3 436 96.10 6 98.7 15.22 3.51 i 1.18

READING 5

COMPRE-

HENSION I 7

(31

SPELLING

141

CAPITAL-
IZATION

151

.563 93.43

533 90:62

567 84.13

436

99.1 16.17

15.41

15.05

96.10 6 90.7 15.22

5.07 1.59

1.69

1.87

<1.29

5 563 93.43 4 99.1 16.17 .5.39

7 533 90.62 3 98.3 e 15.41

1.81

6.80 2.05

9 567 84.13 3 97.3 15.05
7 Ili

3 436 96.10 6 98.7 15.22 4.39

11

5 563 93.43 4 99.1 16.17

7.68 2.37

1.32

5.42 1.77

7 533 90.62 3 98.3 15,41

9 567 84.13 3

PUNCTUATION

3 r436 96.10 6e

5 563 93.43 4

7 533 90.62 3

9 547 84.13 3

1.911

15:1)5 7.54 2.36

15.22

99.1

98.3

16.17

15.41

15.05

4.48 1.45

5.43 1.63,

6.53

SEE CHAPTER 3% PAGES 44 -47, FOR DEFINITION OP TERMS' AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

(,
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WORCESTER COUNTY

TABU 2. SYSTEM LEVEL NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY'GRADE* (CONTINUED)

SICIUL
AREAS

I1)

GRADE

12)

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS
ENROLLED

13)

PERCENT OF
STUDENTS
.TESTED/,

96.10

14)

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
TESTED

6

15)
'AVERAGE
STANDARD

AGE
SCORE
(SAS),

98.7

161

STANDARD
DEVIATION

(SW

15.22

17)
AVERAGE
GRADE

EQUIVALENT
SCORES
(GE)

3.67

18)

STANDARD
DEVIATION

ISD)

1.37161

LANGUAGE
USAGE

436

5 563 % 93.43 '4 99.1 16.17 5.09 1.111

7 533 90.62 3 98.3 15.41 6.47 2.02

9 567 84.13 3 97.3 15.05 7.31 2.12

171

LANGUAGE

TOTAL

. .,

to)

MATHEMATICAL.
CONCEPTS Ilk

436 96.10

i

98,7 15.22 4,18 1.22

5

1

563 93.43 4 99.1 16.17t
6

5.33 1.56

7 533 90.62 98.3
.

15.41 6,61 1.77

1 p
9

Nr.P.;
436

gli 13

' 't ',444(?.
L6.1i1

I 1. 4. a eleW
6

07 3. ... ,

98.F

q ns

ew
15.22

7 0

*VIM,.
3.55

2 no

.45

5 563 93.43 4 99.1 16.17 5.11 1.37

7 533 90.6'2 3 98.3 15.41 6.153 1.51

9 567 64.13 3 97.3 15.05 7.83 1.5

19)

Ir

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

3 436 96.10 6 9.7 15.22 3.544 1.01

5 563 93.43 j 4 99.1 16.17 5.13
..-P

1.35

7 533 90.62 3 96.3 15.41 6.54 1.63

9 567 4.13 3 97.3 15.05 7.70 1.94

(1o)

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3 436 96.10
..._

6 98.7 15.22. 3.55

5.12

.92

1.285 563 93.43 4 99,1 16.17

7 533 90.62 3 98.3 15.41 6.58 1.46

9 567 84,13
1f '1.41P1'"."

3 97.3

'491111,VVA'

15,05
...OW'.

7,77
/ 6

1.77
4

SEE CHAPTER 30 PAGES 11 -69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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WORCESTER COUNTY

z

TABLE 24'. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OE,YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES*

GRADE
SCHOOL YEAR

1973 - 1974

SCHOOL YEAR

1974 - 1975

NONVERBAL

ABILITY

VOCABULARY

95,9 98,7

5 98.8 99,1

96,4 98,3

97,3

3.22

97,3

3,38

5 4,85 '4,97

7 6,14 6,35

.' 'Witt '0"

READING

COMPREHENSION

3,34 3,51

'5 5,02 5.07

6.43 6.56

7,85 7,90

3,90 4,18

LANGUAGE 5 5,23 ,5,33
IOTtL 6.44

7,91

MATHEMATICAL

TOTAL

3..44

6.61

7,44

3,55

5.16 5,12

7 6.48 6,51

9 7,92 7,77
CIA' 01 411°'

S

SEE CHAPTER ), PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTMATIONS
FOP INTERPRETING THIS IAPLE.

IT SHOULD ALSO ./YeleED THAT TflE SCGRES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
FRAM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

" ()?1(. 1
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WORCESTER COUNTY ( BISHOPyILLE STEPHEN DECATUR SR JR HIGH)
/N.

TABLE 3.- SCHOOL LEVI -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

-SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

PERCENT PERCENT
PERCENT MEDIAN MEDIANTOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF

GRADE SCHOOL PUPIL/ DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- ENROLL- STAFF ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF INCOME

TEACHER ADMIN. TEACHER ADMIN.ZATION MENT RATIO DANCE OR ADOVE TAGfD MOTHER (SI
SCHOOL NAME' 111 121 . 431 141 I51 161 17/ 101 (91 110) 1111 1121

,---

'BISHOPVILLE K-3 68 34.0 94.7 2.0 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 15.11 tl 10.1 6230

BUCKINGHAM K-4 506 17.7 96.5 32.0 1.0 7.7 19.0 9.1 21.9 10.3 ,7645

OCEAN CITY K-5 ' 477 19.3 94.7 23.7 1.0 10.8 15.5 11.1 14.2 12.0 7455

POCC1eE K-3 . 410 19.5 97.1 20.0 1.0 13.4 27.0 19:0 24.5 10.2 7241

SNOW 111L1' K-3 . 486 17.3 96.8 27.0 1.0 10.3 33.0* 10.7 23.5 10.1 7121

4
WHALEYSVILLE K-3 51 17.0 96.1 3.0 0.0 10.8 0.0., 0.0 ;3.6 10.1 6786

PERLEN MIDDLE 5-8 963 18.2 95.6 51.0 2.0 8.5 25:3 9.4 19.1 10.8 76444 .

POCOMOKE MIDDLE *."'s 4-8 644 14.1 96.8 30.0 2.0 11.7 25.7 10.0 23.0 10.2 7241

SNOW HILL MIDDLE 4-8 769 17.9 96.7 41.0 2.0 10.9 23.5 18.6 22.9, 10.1 7122

POCOMOKE SR JR HIGH 9-'12 538 16.8 96.8 30.0 2.0 11.3 12.3

-15.1

12.5 24.1 I 10.2 7241

SNOW HILL SR JR HIGH 9.12 616 19.3 93.7 1111,11.---1 18.; ....Iii.A...'Ita..-'**742.2'........z...

S.TEPHEN DECATUR SR JR HIGH 9-12 089 1 92.3 ,.40.0 1.0 9.2 22.1 16.3 19.8 10.8 7644

1154(

SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 72- eFOR DEFINITION OF"iiMi AMY SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS .TABLE.

L
_,,4''''

'IL
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WORCESTER. COUNTY (BISHOPVILLE STEPHEN DECATUR SR JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHM.,
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES*

WORCL5TER COUNTY'
SCHOOL STSILM

SKILL AREAS

r

vocARULARY READING ComPRLIWNSION LANGUAGE TOTAL mATHEmAT14CAL TOTAL

SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE may- DIFF1-0- AveDASE MARY- DIFFFH- AvIRAGE MART- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER-
.

LAND EICE LAND ENCE LAND ,ENCE LAND ENCE
54S GE NORM GE NoRm

%
GE NORM GE NORM

. -

DISHOPVILLL 3 98.5 3.68 3.44 4.24 d 3.92 3.50 .42 4.62 358 .74- 3.95 *3.53 +.42

BUCKINGHAM 3 94,9 3.10' 3.21 -.11 3.14 3.26 -.12 3.73 3.64 4.09 3.30 3.32 -.02

OCEAN CFTY 3 108.2 3.70 4.06 -.36 3.91 4.15 -.24 4.32 4.53 -.21 4.02 4.09 -.07
5 105.5 5e92 5.61 .31 5.96 5.b3 .33 6.10 5.06 4.53 5.66 5.42 -.16

POCoMOKE ELEMENTARY 3 97.3 3.76 3.36 .40 3,83 3.42 4.41 4.76
3.80 4.96 3.64 3.46 +.18,4

5

../P
SNOW HILL LLLmENTARy 3 97,4 3.07 3.37 -.30 3.26 3.42 -.16 3.92 3.41 4.11 3.33 3.46 -.13

WHALEYSvILLE 3 95.0 3.31 3.21 .10 3.50 3.26 -4.24 4.49 3.65 .44 3.46 3.32 +.14

EILRLIN mlUuLL

POCcmOKE MIDDLE

96.0 4.39 4.77' -.30 4.64 4.03 -.19 4.71 5.07 -.36 4.87 5.07 -.20
7 99.8 6.32 6.71 -.39 6,49 6.74 -.25 6.66 6.85 -.19 15.77 6.98 -.21

5 99.8 5.17 5.10 +.07 5.00 5.15 -.07 5.53 5.39 4.14 5.15 5.17 -.P2
7 99.5 6.64 6.60 -.04 6.64 6.71 -.04 6.96 6.42 4.14 6.44 6.95 -.51

SNOW HILL MIDDLE 5 90.8 4.96 5.01 -,05 5,07 5.08 4.01 5.32 5.30 4.02 5.09 5.29 -.20
7 94,7 6.16 6.16 .00 6.60 6.23 4.37 6.22 6.36 -.14 6.30 6.46 -.08

POComuKE SR JR HIGH 9 97.6 7.76 7.99 -.23 4.12 7.93 4.19 7.70 4.03 -.25 7.90 8.11 -.21

SNOW HILL 514 JR HIGH 9 94.1 7.S6 4.05 -.49 7.06 7.99 -.13 7.30 8.00 -.78 7.60 8.17 -57

STEPHEN DECATUR HIGH 9 96.7 7.40 -.41 7.00 7.03 -.03 7.33 7.94 -.61 7.79 8.02 -.23

SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (1 ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN'THIS TABLE.

.4
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CHAPTER 5 PROGRAM COST COMPONENT

5.1 Maryland's Financial and Accounting Procedures

The Maryland State Department of Educatibn (MSDE)

has long recognized the necessity of maintaininlra statewide

uniform accounting system. Such a uniforam systein necessi-

tates using a manual of instructions and codes which is

'subject to regular review d revision.'abet ,Concurrent with the

effort to revise the U.S. Offi of EducatiOn Handbook II;

Financial AccountingNor Local and State School Systems, the .

MSDE began examining its Financial Reporting Manual, along

with the early drafts of Handbook II, Revised, in the spring.

of 1972.

A representative committee of MSDE and local school

finance personnel, after a year of study, recommended to the

state superintendent that Handbook -II, Revised be adopted

by the MSDE., In the fall of 1973, a subsequent hearing with

thb State 41pard of Education ended with a '0 e to the MSDE

1)ito reconsider the adoption-of Fandbook II, Re-41 sed, since

local superintendents objected strenously to its use. The

objections involved the chariges that woulaA/Occur in local

budgeting procedures and the relationship of local board

budgets't0 local fiscal authorities. The superintendents
.

were united .in their objection to any change in.the state

law governing local'fiscal relatIonships.

A committee was subsequently established to work on

yie revisions to the Maryland Financial Reporting Manual

which would incorporate the Program, Planning and Budgeting

System (PPBS) concepts of Federal Handbook II, Revised, but

2,2
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not violate local. fiscal relationshtps. In' the summer of

1974, the copmittee developed a draft manual and a procedure

for maximum involvement of local fiscal personnel and super-

intendents. The final version of Maryland's manual 1.3g

include the following Sections:

-Section kg--

Section E.t.-

Part I

Part II' -

Part III 7

Part V

. Part VI

Presently Adopted-Manual

Program Reporting - Cost,PAccounting
0

Classification and Definition of Revenue
'Accounts

Classification and Definition of EXpend-
iture Accounts

Indirect Costs and Prorations

- Implications>of,Program Reporting - Cost
Accounting ' 4

-

- Program Definitions4for Accountability

- Reporting Procedures and Requirements

.

As of this writing, agreement has been reached and

a finaldocument is in preparation. The Revised Financial

wm?It4TA.Liviallmal will be implemented for use in reporting

in. Fiscal Year 197#0.
to

The revision provides for complete program account-

ing with a clear crosswalk to Fede/41 Handbook 2I,Revised,

whiles in no way altering the existing law. (See Figu s 5,1,

and 5.2.)

1044

1Ma> and State Department of Education, Financial Reporting
Manual MarylanmPublic Schools: Revise4.The revised .manual
is currently being completed by the MSDr-dovernance Committee
for the Maryland Financial ,Manual. This Revised A T is
scheduled for publication by Januaiy 1, 1976.

493
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Handbook II
1970

01.00
.10

.20

.30

.50

.51

.59

.60

02.00
.10

.11

.12

.14

.15

.16

.17

.18

.19

.20

.21

.22

.23

.24

.25

.30

' .31

.32

.33

.34

.35

.36

40
.41

.50

.51

.52

.54

.55

.56

.57

.58

.60

.61

Figure '5.1

MARYLAND FINANCIAL REPORTING MANUAL

Proposed Revision to Financial Report

Categories

Administration
General Support Services
Board of Education
-Executive Administration
Business Support Services

. Facilities Acquisition and Construction
Other Business Support Services

Cedtralized Support Services
Instruction Prek-6 Middle,

Regular Programs
Art
English Language Arts
Foreign Language
Industrial Arts
Mathematics
Media Services
Music
Physical Education
Science
Social Studies
Driver Education
Regular Day School XXX
After School . XXX
Summer School XXX

Other Regular Programs
Special Programs
Programs for the Gifted and Talented
Special Education Programs for the Handicapped
:Resource Room Programs
Self-Contained Programs
Home and Hospital Teaching
Other programs for the Handicapped

Adult Education
School Administration
School Instructional Support Services
Instructional Direction Services
Regular Programs
Special Education
Improvement of Instructional Staff
Regular Programs
Special Education
Instructional Media Support

Other Services
Guidance

Jr.

'=A0.

Forms

HaAdbook II,
Revised 1974

2000

2300

2500.

2600
High 1000'

. 1100,

.11.110111IIMMIIIOM

4111110,1111

rwsus

494
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2310
2320

2530
2520 257

12.00

1210
1220

1221

1222
1223
1229

1300
2400
2000
2330

.233i

2332

2210

2220

2120



Figure 5.1' (Continued)

HandbOok II Handbook II,
1970 Revised 1974

.62 Regular Programs

.63 Special EdUcation

.64 Psychological Services 2140
,.65 Regular Programs
.66 ' Special Education
.67 Speech, Language, Audiology . 2150
.68 Regular Programs °
.69 Special Education
.70 Diagnostic and Prescriptive Services 2160
171 Regular Programs
.72 Special Education

.

,

03.00 Pupil. Personnel Services
.01 Regular Programs
.02 ' Special Education

04.00 Health Services 2130
.01 Regular Programs
.02 Special Education

05.00 Pupil Transportation 2550
06.00 Operation of Plant 2540
07.00 Maintenance of Plant 2540
08.00 Fixed Charges 5000
09.00 Food Services 2560
10.00 , Student Body Activities , 2900

.01 Athletics 2911
'.02 School Entertainments 2912
.03 School Publidations 2913
.04( Co- Curricular Activities

,
2914

;'''., .05\ Materials Purchased for Resale 2920
11.00 Community Services 3000 .

.01 Nonpublic School Pupil Services 3700

.02 Other COmmunityuServices 3800
12.00 Capital Outlay ...

13.00 Debt Service
14.00 Outgoing Transfers 4000

Payments to Other Governmental Units (In-State) 4100
Payments to Other Governmental Units (Out-of-State) 4200
Transfer of Funds 4300

4 9 5
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Figure 5.2

MARYLAND'FINANCIAL REPORTING MANUAL

Proposed Revision to Financial Report Ports

Objects

\
plendbook II 1970

.

Salaries and Wages

Handbook It,
Revised 1974

ject Subobjedt Object' Subobject

10'

.01 Contracted Services 30

-.01 Repair and Maintenance to VehiCles 32

.02 Private Operators - Pupil-Transportation 33

.03 Public Carriers - Pupil Tiansportation 33

.D4 Bus Inspection:- Pupil Transportation 33

.05 Other .
39

.03 Supplies and Materials 40

.01 Text Media
.,.

42

v b .02 Library Media 1 43

.03 Gasoline Fid Oil (Pupil transportatiOn

/
and Driver Bducatipn) 46

`.04 Parts (Pupil Transportation and. Driver
. Education) 4 47

.05 Other -o 49

.04 Other Charges . 20,60

.01 Travel Expenses - Pupil Transportation Only 33

.02 Employee Retirement 20

.03 Social Security 20

.04 * Other Employee Benefits 20

.05 Insurance (Transportation and Driver
. Education 20

46 Other
/ 60

.05 Land, Buildings, and Equipment 50

.01 Vehicles - Additional 55

.02 Vehicles - Replacement 55L,

.03 Equipment,- Additional 54

.04 Equipment - Replacement 54

.05 Alterations to Buildings 52

.06 Site Improvements 51

26
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Reporting for Accountability

Initially, program cost reporting for accountability pur-

pose; will be at the levell of the school systeMk /nformation

for, programs as outlined in the previous figures will show.

sufficient details for systemby-system compariSons, of total

and per-pupil costs. These data will be availabiel;for.Fiscal Year

1977, and will appear in the.Maryland Accountability Program (MAP)

Report to be published in January 1978, In the interim,

selected system level data from those school systems which

conform, to clita used in the new manual will be collected foe'-'

,,Fiscal Year 1976 and will be.reflected in the January 1977 repory.'

The Depaktment plans to request data by individual schools

.
from those school systems which are capable of producing such

data, for the MAP Report, Year IV, January 1978. However, it/

is presently uncertain that school level program cost data

,7

will be indeedvaluable for accountability purposes. Until

such time as sample data which can be analyzed are available,

it is not known whether ornot it is advisable to attempt to

report at the school level. Should analyses show that school

s.
level data are indeed reliable an'd valuable, a request for

the reporting of such data could be made. This step is con-

tingent upon all local educational systems being able to,

develop or purchase the computer capabilities to accommodate

tlernecessarily large volume of fiscal data p'rocessing.

At present, several school systems have this capa=

bility and other systems are.in the process of developing

It would appear that the following counties have financial

accounting systems capable of school level program cost reporting:

Anne Arundel County Montgomery County

Baltimore County Prince George's County

Carroll County

9'
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The following.school s s ems are either deve oping

orimpiementing the capability:

Baltimoke City

Frederick County

Howard County

Washington Cou ty.

Charles Count

The following counties have data process ng capabil-

ities and are revising"their'systems to provide 'pr' gram infor-

mation, but not, necessarily at he school level:

Caroline County

Cecil County

Charles ebunty
,

Dorchester County

Garrett .County

Hayford Co nty;

Kent County

Queen Anne's County.

St. Mary's County

Som rset County'

Talbot Cbunty

Wicomico County

WOrceSter County

Atthis point in time, the status Of the remaining

counties, Allegany County and Calvert County, isuncertain.

The Maryland State Department of Educatioh is encour-.

aging local school' systems to implement-program budgeting and

accounting procedu'res, and is providing consultative services to.

those systems which have expressed interest. It is our hope that

the revised Financial Reporting Manual-w111 encourage continued

development in this area.
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CHAPTEFL6 SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENT

6.1 Special Education Program Activities in Maryland
r

6-.1.1 Introduction

Two specific actions have occurred recently which

have major signifi9ance for. Maryland and its public school

special education programs -- the enactment of the Spedial
.

Education Bylaw 13.04.01.01, Programs for Handicapped Children,
,,''

and a judicial decree rendered'by Judge Raine. These two ADC11
.

men mandate that"theState of Maryland and itt counties must
4111c

prow de.,a,free, publicly supported, and appropriate educational"

program for all handicapped children in the State of Maryland.

As d.tTesult,: there have been comprehensive planning and educa-

tional changes at state and local education agency levels.

ExtensiveMive-Year Plans for Special Education Services have
. 0.

been,ubmitted to the state by each local education agency (LEA).

Tlieseoplans form the foundation for delivering full service to

all handicapped childrA by 1980.

Other major facets of special education 'activity0.n

Maryland inolude:

Approval of Nonpublic School/Institutions -
The Division of Special Education, Maryland State
Department of Education (MSDE), has assumed a
,responsibility for out-of-stite nonpubl#
special education facjlities for the handi-
capped. The approval process, which'is current-

4 ly in operation, assures quality programs fob
Maryland children in the nonpublic sector.
In-state nonpublic special education facili-
ties come under the jurisdiction of-the Divi-
sion of Accreditations and Certification, MSDE.

A

199
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Program Development - Federal monies entering
Maryland provide fiscal resources to support
special education programs. Since 1968,
Federal aid has been primarily utilized for
initiating program development at the local
level, and for research/demonstration purposes
at the state level. These funds-v0.11 continue
to be a catalyst to program development. 1

A

Programs. in early identification are currently
in operation as are programs in mainstreaming,
i.e., an effort to educate handicapped children
in the least restrictive environment. A
series of projects'in areas of low incidence
disabilities, e.g., vision impaired, emotionally
impaired, hearing impaired, multiply handi-
capped,(and severely and profoundly retarded, h

have b en implemented; and a state interagency
project for the deaf/blind child is also under
way.

Training Efforts -Through workshops, institutes,
conferences and special projects, special educa-
tion is training teachers needed for the programs
for all handicapped children by 1980. Training
programs for personnel involve a project for
teachers to work with the severely and profoundly
handicapped, and another for teachers to. work
with children with special .needp in the regular
classroom.

6.1.2 Future Program Goals

The goals for the immediate future correspond to the 0

mandates of. state and Federal legislation, i.e., appropriate and

comprehensive programming for all handicapped children within

'Maryland by 1980. Trends which appear imminent include:

A reorientation and realignment of regular and
special_education roles at all program levels.
There is increasing recognition that the diag-
nostic and teaching skills of regular educators
must'be increased to meet the diverse educational
needs of handicapped children within regular
classroom environments.
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Emphasis on mainstream education, enuring
appropriate programs and services, and elim-
inating the stigma of labeling as well as
educational segregation. Inherent to this are
programs and services designed to meet indi-
vidual rather than categorical needs.

Public awareness of Maryland's handicapped
population, and identification of educational
programs and services for the handicapped as
a major and ongoing social and financial
commitment.

Massive training/retrainin activities initiated
and continued to implement educational programs
and serviced for severely and profoundly handi-
capped children. Ib is recogni;ed that a large
number of these children should and will be
educated within the public schools during the
current decade .

. ,

Continued development of secondary school pro-
grams oriented toward career needs-of the handi-
capped. .,

,,.

. Early educational assessment and programs designed
to assist handicapped children in developing the
potential for mainstreaminq at school age.

6.1.3 Present Program .Activities: State Education Agency (SEA)

and Local Education Agency (LEA)

Special Services Information System (SSIS) 'and the

Early Identification System '(EIS)

.,Maryland As involved in the statewide identification of

specific Special Education services prolided to the handicapped

child as well as seryices which are yet to be provided. This is

being achieved through.the implementation of a data system, i.e.,

the Special Services Information System (SSIS) and the Early

Identification Subsystem (EISrvihich collab6rate the efforts of: ,

(1) all state agencies dealingodith handicapped'children; (2)

Federal and state programs to identify and-provide'service for

handicapped children at both the pi'eschool and school age Levels;

and (3) the existing Information and ReferralSystem:

501
535



I

SSIS and EIS will increase public awareness of the need

for identification of childrep_reguiring special services, and

the need for the services themselves, through its newsletter

and the work of the Parent/Interest Group Advisory Committee.

other projects include the coordination of information on de4elop-
,

mentally disabled persons iesiding in Maryland, Delaware, Pennsyl-
,

vania, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of Columbia.

This work is being done under a grant awarded by the Developmental

Disabilities.Regional Office in Philadelphia.

1+1 Early Identification of Potential Learning Disabilities,

Kindergarten and First Grade Program

For early identification of potential learning dis-

abilities on the.kindergarten and first grade levels, guidelines

were developed and disseminated to local education agencies,

training institutions, state agencies, and other agencies respon-'

sible for handicapped children. Parents were apprised of this

through PTA presentations, handouts, personal letters and opsite

vititations. Supervisors, administrators and staffs were briefed

in terms of the conceiA, the plan, screening and diagnosis, the

educational management plan, service delivery, aft the interdis-

'ciplin'ary team lapproach.

Local education agencies' Early Identification Plans

were developed and reviewed for approval. Fifteen of Maiyland's

24 local education agencies have already initiated Early Identi-

fication Programs in every elementary school within their juris-

dictions. All of Maryland's elementary schools will have the

Kindergarten - Grade One Early IdentificationfProgran by September

1976..

50 2
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Special Projects for the Hearing Impaired

Beginning in'1972, special projects for the hearing

impaired were initiated through reserve state funds. Emphasis

was placed on parent and community awareness, interagency

cooperation, and parent education and cqunseling in terms of

identification, location and evaluatiOn of these children at

as early a date as possible. Local education agencies dissemin-

atedgeneral'and specific information.to the public through news-

papers and magazine articles, and as a result of this public out-

reach program; many parents brought their children'to be identi-
%

fied and evaluated. Additionally, other parents were acquainted

with the program through home visitations and biweekly meetings,

and brought their children to be evaluated. Full educational

services, including audiological assessment, are provided for

hearing impaired young children identified through these pro-

grams.

'Preschool Projects

Extensive identification and programming activities

for the preschool handicapped child have been initiated through

'Projects in Prince George's, Carroll, and Anne Arundel Counties.

The potentially handicapped children 0-5 years old will be identi

fied and followup services initiated in theSe local education

agencies' projects. The following three projects will serve as

models for the expansion of preschool services throughout the state.

1. Eastern Shore Regional Center for the Handi-

capped

A project was awarded to develop services for

the low-incidence handicapped in the five - county area of

Caroline, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot Counties.

Now, in the second year of the project, child identification has

503
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been completed and the programs have been initiated. Educationar

programs have been implemented within-existing schOOls to serve

handicapped children with low-incidence handicaps of visual im-

pairment, physical impairMent, and multiple handicaps.

2. Severely and Profoundly Handicapped Project (SPH)

With the implementation of the Severely and Pro-

foundly Handicapped Project, children who have pot received

special services and children who have previously beeh served

inappropriately are being identified, located, and evaluated.

Programs and services are being developed which utilize the con-

cepts of deinstitutionalization and a less restrictive environ-

ment. These projects are currently operating in three Centers

for the Severely and Profoundly Handicapped, and in six Centers

for the Emotionally Handicappedacross the state. Such projects

are also in operation in the Highland Health Facility.

Through interdisciplinary team efforts, school-

age emotionally handicapped, children who were previously.excess-

cost cases or institutionalized, and severely handicapped children

from institutions or previously unserved are being identified,

evaluated, and provided with special services.

3. Head Start

The Maryland State Department of Education's

(MSDE) liaison with Head Start has provided for dissemination

of information about and participation in training activities

dealing with early identification, communicative impairments, and

management of the handicapped child. However, participation in
ey

MSDE training efforts has been dependent upon thb outreach of

information within Head Start and, in many instanceppritical

services such as screening and,diagnCstic evalua fOn must be

01



contracted out." Greater facilitation of Services to the Head

t'673ww

Start co Its, appears to depend on closer cooperation between

Head S rt and related divisions in MSDE. .

Continuum Programs

4The Continuum consists of six programs which may

take place within the regular public school, including:

1. Program I - The Regular Classroom

2. Program II - Adjunctive Services

Prevention, early-identification, and interven-

tion of potential.probldhts which may interfere with learning and

adjustjent are the primary foci of this program. Psychologists;

pupil personnel workers, nurses, and guidance counselors provide

consultative services to parents, teachers, and pupils before the

problem becomes a major handicap.

3. Program III - Diagnostic/Prescriptive Services

Children exhibiting a leitrning problem are re-

ferred to the diagnostic/prescriptive teacher for an educational

assessment. An educational prescription, based on the child's

learning.profile and appropriate placement, is determined in

cooperation with other professionals. The diagnostic/prescrip-

tive teacher then interprets the learning profile, suggests

methodology, prepares and demonstrates materials to be used in

the remedial process, and provides continuous followup and'sup-

portive'services.

e5
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4. Program'TV -JItinerant Services

Group and individual services provided to

children by itinerant specialists are included in 'this program.

While they remain in the regular classroom to receive the bulk

of their education withthe rest of their pee s, those children

with visual, speech, hearing handicaps, and language im-

pairments may receive services such as spbcial instruction,

4therap, and counseling. ,The itinerant specialist serves as a

consultant to teachers in other.,dontinuumprograms, as well as

to regular class personnel, and demonstrates app9?priate material

and techniques used 'in working with children with vision, speech,

hearing, and language handicaps.

5. -Program V - Cooperative or Resource Services

r The child'assigned to a resource room spends

part of the school day ,in this room, where he receives special

'tutorial assistance, and the remainder of the school day in the
regular Classroom. If progress is not evident, the Child is

referred back to the diagnostic/prescriptive teaching program
Q1

'(Program III) for reevaluation.

6. Program VI - Structured Learning Environment

p

The structured learning environment is established ,

to provide concentrated services in a more intense setting to re-
mediate educational needs. These services provide a small teacher-

pupil ratio, extended Scheduling, concentrated activities, ar
a controlled environment, and are designed tq meet the more se-

'tt
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vere educational needs which are anticipated as requiring long,

term intervention. The structured learning environment is desig-

titeated as a corrective service to improve skills. If an individual
A. 0,100

.child has the skills to function adequately in art, music, physi-

cal education, socfal studies, etc., he should receive these
A

activities with his regular clags.

There are presently 24 schools through the state

offering continuum programs.

"Grants to Nonpublic Preschool Facilities

The Montgomery County Easter Seal Center had a fiyp-

year demonstration grant to,identify, locate, evaluate, and-

educate hearing and language impaired preschool children. Ail-
,

though the grant has terminated, services Continue.

..

The Hearing and Speech Agency of Greater Baltimore

received a grant (Hearing IMpaired Program) to provide services

in identification, location, evaluation, and eduCation of hearing

and language impaired infants and toddlers (3 years of age) re-

siding in the city and metropolitan area.,

Title VI, Part C Deaf/Blind'Project

In 1972, program activities for deaf/blind children

were' begun. This is the third year of operation for this program.

Classes are held at:

Maryland School for the Blind

Rosewood Center

Highland Health Center

Great Oaks

- 507
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In connection with this.project, Maryland State De-

partment of Education ( ISDE) will initiate and provide: (1) an inter-

agency conference related to long range needs pf the deaf/blind

population as they reach possible employment levels and ages;

and 12) a two -day parent/child live-in workshop which will in-

clude interdisciplinary approaches to deaf/blind, parent/child

education.

are:.

Title IV, Part C Innovative Programs,

Some of the innovative programs fbr the handicapped

Baltimore City Sickle Cell Anemia (Continuation
Grant Second Year). - to identify, locate, and
evaluate sickle cell children and provide them
with home and'bospital.instruction.

Montgomery tbounty,Early Services for Visually
Handicapped Children (Continuation Grant for
Curriculum, Development,and Research) - to
educate visually impaired children 0-5 years
of age, and to test, revise, and disseminate
curriculum guides and materials for their
education.

St. Mary's County Listen and Say Project (Con-
tinuation Grant, Second Year) - tp identify and
service some of the children with speech and
language problems using regular classroom teachers
trained by speech and language therapists.

Garrett County Comprehensive Special Education
and Correlated Programs for Youth - to identify
and serve children in need of comprehengive
special education services.

S . Frederick County (Transient Adjustment Problems
(TAP)) - to screen and evaluate adolescents ages
13-18 for poteritial transient adjustment' problems
by trained consultants from the Brook Lane
Psychiatric Center.

Title I Programs for the Disadvantaged and Incentive

and Urban Renewal Projects

All Title.I children,'with emphasis on Grades K-3,

are screened and evaluated for specific learning disabilities,

rj 0 3 542
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readjng levels, etc. Children whose special needs would warrant:

(1) zpecial education services, particularly speech, language,

and rea0ing therapy; and (2) supportive services for prosthetic

devices needed to learn, such as, eyeglasses, hearing aides,

etc., are identified from this group.-

Additionally,, Incentive and Urban Renewal Project,

proposals are being submitted by the seven local education

agencies which qualify for such programs. Some of these pro-

posals will deal with child identification, location, and

evaluation activities.

6.1.4 New Local Education Agency (LEA) Programs for 1975-76

ti

The following are illustrations of new special educa-

tion programs initiated at the LEA level during the 175-676

school year:

ALLEGANY .OUNTY

1 Hearing Impaired Class

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

10 Emotionally. Handicapped Classes
6 Multiply Handicapped Classes
2 Modified Self-Contained Hearing Impaired
Classes

BALTIMORE COUNTY

1 Severely and Multiply Handicapped Preschool
Class

BALTIMORE CITY

1 Multiply Handicapped Impaired Class
1 Severely and Profoundly Retarded Class
1 Secondary Hearing Impaired Class
2 Emotionally Disturbed Classes
24 Speech Therapy Classes
18 Continuum Programs
9 Communication Centers

CALVERT COUNTY

1 Language Development' Resource Class
2 Self-contained Educable Mentally Retarded Classes
2 Emotionally Handicapped Resource Classes
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CAROLINE COUNTY

1 Educable Mentally Retarded Modified Resouice
Room

1 Physically Disabled Class
2 ProfOundly Retarded dlasses

CARROLL COUNTY

1 Secondary Spam- c Learning Disabilities Reo.
source Room

CHARLES COUNTY

1 Primary Emotionally Handicapped Class
1 Intermediate Emotionally Handicapped Class
1 Secondary Emotionally Handicapped Class
3 Self-Contained Specific Learning Disability
Classes

10 Self-Contained Intellectually Limited Classes

DORCHESTER COUNTY .

*IL

1 SeverellAand Profoundly Retarded Class

FREDERICK COUNTY

1 Preschool Therapeutic Class
1 Emotionally Handicapped Alternative Program
Class

1 Transient Adjustrr;ent Problem II Class

GARRETT COUNTY

1 Continuum Program
1 Orthopedically Handicapped Class

HOWARD COUNTY

2 Preschool Developmentally Delayed Classes
1 Elementary Emotionally Handicapped Class
1 Middle School Emotionally Handicapped Class
1 Elementary School Specific. Learning Disability
Class

1 Middle School Specific Learning Disability Class
1 High School Modified Resource Room
2 Elementary Child Study Centers k'`.

KENT COUNTY

1 Severely and Profouhdly Retarded Class

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

4 Eiotionally Handicapped Classes
3 Specific Learning Disabilities Classes
3 Language Disability Classes
l Severe Emotional Handicapped for Adolescents
Crass
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY °

4 Emotionally Handicapped Classes
1 Continuum Program° .

Early Identification Programs for the
Multiply Handicapped

Multiply Handicapped Programs for the SeIerely
and Profoundly Handicapped c;,;

QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

1 Continuum Program

ST. MARY'S COUNTY

2 Hearing Impaired Classes
2 Emotionally Handicapped Classes

TALBOT COUNTY

1 Hearing Impaired Class

WASHINGTON COUNTY'

1 Learning Disabled Elementary Resource Room
2 Itinerant Speech Service Classes

WICOMICO COUNTY

1 Physically Handicapped/Multipl atilicapped
Class

5 Secondary Resource Rooms

WORCESTER COUNTY

1 Continuum Program

6.1.5 Future Activities in.Accountability

The field of special education is responding to the re-.

quests from its constituentsthq it be accountable for services.

During the past year the state 'and the LEA's have established ad-
r

ministratiVe goals for Special education programs to meet the'

needs of all handicapped children. The implementation of these

goals is further refined in a Five-Year Plan which each school

system in the State of Maryland has submitted to the State

Department of Education.

Steps must be taken A this time to develop accountabili . g
A.---,

for programs for the individual child's development. The vAr6ia- fif

'bility of special education program's, however, presents some seri-
_ ..

ous problems with,regard to this effort.' The field of special
, ,
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education provides a broad range of services from full-day

special servige programs for emotionally impaired children to

a "twice a week".service program .for children with speech dif-

ficulties. With such a variance of services and needs, it is
0

difficult to find a common denominator that wil4 adequately re-

present a child's growth as a result of these services,

There are serious efforts udder way within the State'

of Maryland to explore solutions to this problem. Marley Glen

Special School in Anne Aruntel,.County,isspresently ptarticipating

as a pilot site in Maryland Alternative Aocountability'Pilot

Project (MAAPP)., Montgomery County Public Schools has initiated

a program callect"Individual Learning.Contiriuums," which-con-

stitutes initial assessments involving criterion referenced assess-,

meet of basicsan reading, writing, and arithmetic. In addition,

a level of cognitive function is assessed b means of a series of

tests which are designed to expand approximately two grade

levels. An additional'effort in accountability is under way

-through the Continuum Programs in the State of Maryland. This

model includes pre- and post-tests in areas of reading; mathematics,.

and social skills.

During the fqxthcoming year, special educators will be

scrutinizing these accountabilitylpodels in. order to formulate

appropriate guidelines and procedures which will further expand

an accountability program during the 1976-77 school year.



6.2 Development of Evaluation Designs for Special Education

/

6.2.1 General

The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) and

the loca4 school systems in Maryrand-are cooperatively pattici-
-

pating in several evaluation studies of educational programs for

handicapped children which include:

The evaltisition of the Continuum of Educational
Service Program;

The evaluation of Title VI -B Special Education
Projects; and

An evaluation of special-programs for severely
and profoundly handicapped children.

The evalualkion of special education programs reflects

an eq,17gement of MSDE goals. -

6.2.2 The Evaluation of the Continuum of Educational

Services Program

DUring the Rummer of 1975, the Impact* V Continuum

Summer Seminar/Workshop was held in.three counties in Mary- .

land: Allegany County, Dorchester County, and Anne Arundel

County. This seminar/workshop wary- designed to provide skills

and information to teachers planning to work in continuum

schools during the 1975-76 school year.

This seminariworkship was evaluated to determine the ex-

- tent of teachers' learning and their feelings about their experi

ences. Both cognitive and attitudinal instruments were constructed
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and administered, to the teachers. In general, the results showed
that: (1) teachers learned more skills and information than ected;

(2) teachers' experience and workshop activities were profe sio ally*
helpful; (3) pre- and poSt-Eest results.showed thatteachers

. made positive gains in tIleir content knowledge; and.(4).tes s res

generally supported theteachers' positive feelings about the Im-
pact V Continuum Summer Seminar/Workshop.

An im ortant aspect of the overall continuum of edu-

cational servic s evaluation is the asSessmeneof basic skills 4(
and school behavior of children .referred to the continuum'program.
A major question g addressed is: Do children improve in
reading skills, mathematics skil,ls and school behavior as a're-

,

sult of being involved in the continuum prograM?

V

The Maryland State Department,of Education and directors
of special education in the local educational school systems de-

-

vised an assessment design that will yield test -scores for continuum

'Students and helpdetermind to What extent these'students are

growing in terms of reading, mathematics, basic'concepts, and

school behavior.4 b

The following continuum evaluation assessment instruments

were chosen: '

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (BTBC -- 1971 education;
Forms A & B);

Classroom Reading InVentory (CRI -- 1974 edition;
Forms A & B);

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS -- 1974 ex-
panded edition Form F, both mathematics subtests);

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS - -.1971 edition,
Form 5); and

Pupil Behavior Inventory.
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The assessment design is being.implemented during the

1975..76 school year in all 20 continuum programs, and results
i

should be availaBle"in July 1976.

6.2.3 The Evaluation of Title VI-0 Special Education Projects'

.

Maryland's 1976 grant award for Title VI-B of the Educa-

tion of Handicapped Act has been approved, andrevaluation was

,found to be an important clkrp9nent to the 17 projects contained

within Title VI-B. The major evaluation taskd are as. follows:

Assisting local school's to state appropriate
objectives for these projects;

Creating and implementing an evaluation design
for each project; and

Participating in the followup audit of each
Title VI-B Project.

. These major evaluation tasks will be accomplished

through the cooperative efforts of MSDE and Ilocal educational

agency staffs. Slch evaluation tasks will be conducted during

the 1975-76 school year

4

6.2.4
The Evaluation of Special'Education Programs for

Severely and Profoundly Handicapped Children

One critical area into whicti pub, schools are moving

is that of providing educational programs for severely and pro-

foundly handicapped children. The MSDE staff helped to ponduct

an evaluation of a workshop or? precision teaching held duiing the

'summer of 1975. This workshop was designedNto train teachers in

the use of precision 'teaching techniques with severely and pro-4

foundly handicaliped children. A followup study of these teachers

t"-
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will be conducted during the 1975-76 school year to determine-the

effectiveness of the summer workshop and also to provide informa-

tion from which. future workshops can be developed.

P

1

k.
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CHAPTER 7 PUPIL SERVICES COMPONENT

7.1 Introduction

Since 1972, the philosophical orientation of pupil

services in Maryland has shifted its emphasis from'crisis i terven-

tion programming to a three-pronged effort 9f preventativ

developmental activities for students at all levels of the ducational

establishment, increased involvement 14 pupil service practitioners'

within the mainstream, of the educational process, and structured,

program-planning approaches for meeting student needs.. In contrast,

pupil services programs have traditionally and pkimarily assisted

student adjustment to the school environment.

Responding to Maryland State Board of Education

priorities, statewide needs assessment studies and information from

,local education professinals, state leadership personnel has gen,

erated the following major goals:

To enable students to enjoy and benefit from
the school experience;

To help students plan, make decisions, and
'take independent action on career and other life
'choices; and .

To, aid students in learning effective skills for
personal and social development.

e

7.2 Planning for Accountability in Pupil Services

From this perspective, a planning model for the develop-

ment of programs was created. This model guides local staff by

1School counselors,, psychologists, career development specialists,
and pupil personnel, social and health workers function as pupil
.services practitioners.
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helping them systematically determine student needs and, in turn,

provide activities which meet these needs. The process includei

collecting information, developing specific objectives, and pro-
.

viding proper staff, materials%, equipment, and facilities, as well

as the evaluation of program processes and Outcomes. Several

model projects using this design are currently in progress inT

local school districts.

In regional meetings acrosli Maryland, local and state

pupil services supervisory staff have explored specifiC program

objectives for 'the three above-mentioned goals. An accountability

statement, based on material developed by these regiondl grows,

has been drafted. Samples of the working copy' of the accctunt-

ability document appear in Figure 7.1 on the.following page.

In reading the illustration of the proposed design of

the accountability document and several sample outcomes, it is

important to note that these are drafts and subject to modification

during the development process. _Furthermore, the accountability

document which.is planned forcompletion by January 1977 will

represent a first step. in a gradual phase-in of student and stafE...-

outcomes. The length of time required for generating a comprehen-

sive pupil services accountability-planning system has not yet been

determined. One feature of the system will be its flexibility in

terms of the changing needs of the client population and other

aspects of the educational environmeit.

This draft4document will be disseminated to local pupil

services and administrative and instructional personnel, as well

as to students, parents, and professional organization representa-

tives. Reaponses will be synthesized, and a new draft presented.

to the appropriate admintstrative groupings within the Department

for formal action.

8
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Figure 7:1 Sample Items frol Draft Document on Accountability
in Pupil Services

441,

OUTCOMES

Se /acted teachers participa-
ting in training program will

.1:lemon:trete a knowledge of
'learning principles which
reinforce the successful

/ learning-teaching of
stuOnts.

StudentsAyill demonstrate
awareness of personal health
Status.

c ,

Students that withdraw from
school will have knowledge
of options open to them and
a plan of action to follow.

Students participating in
development guidance pro-
grams wills
1. Identify personal be-

haviors which they want
to change.

3.--Develcip_a plan for
changing ERset-14enti-
fied behaviors. -------

Students will demonstrate the
following skills in a system-
dtic decisionmaking process:
1. Defining the problem
2. Processing information
3. Identifying variety of

Alternatives
4. Examining the consequences

of the alternatives
5. Implementing a course of

action
S. Accepting the outcome

of the slecision

SUGGESTED STRATEGIES

Organize and conduct train-
ing programs (K-12) on:
1. Developmental task

concepts
2. Classroom management

techniques
3. Curriculum program

planning
4. Identification of and

teaching response to
student strengths and
weakn

1. Health screening
2. Communication of results

of screening to students,
parents, appropriate
staff

1. Directing'students to
alternative prdgrams

2. Refer case '

3. Individual counseling
4. Exit Planning conference

In individual or group
sessions, teach how to
identify,behaviors of
concern and develop
strategies- for changing
these behaviors.

1. Grotp guidance sessions
on decisionmaking skills

2. Counselors will cooperate
with teachers in teaching

EVALUATION PROCEDURES TARGET POPULATION RESPONSIBLE PERSON

1. Observation Teachers Psychologists
2. Self-report Other pupil
3. ,Tests services staff
4. Qualitative

evaluation of
performance

Curriculum
specialists
Consultants

5. Frequency counts
6. Records review

1 . Structured inter-
view with random
sample of students

K-12 students School Nurse-PEN
Health aid
Volunteers

(K-5) ' Physicians
2. Student, parent

health question-
naire (6 -12)

Health Department
Staff

1

1 .

at dy
Secondary Sohool Pupil personnel

workers
2 Self-report
3. Data review
4 . Agency report

1. Self-reporting K-12. Counselor
2. Pre-post test of

skills taught
Teacher

1. Random sampling of Intermediate Counselors
students will list
the six Steps in
decisionmaking

grades
Junior/Middle

Teacher'

decisionm4ing skills 2.

3. Teach decisionmaking
skills in appropriate
individual. counseling
sessions 3.

4. Peer counseling

Random sampling of
students will demonstrate
decisionmaking skills
in simulated situations
Student self-report on
use of decisionmakings
skills.
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Current plans call for an initial phase, of the pupil

services accountability document to be published in the January

1977 edition of the state's accountability program report.

Implementation activities will begin during the current fiscal

year to enable local staffs to engage in data collection, including

student needs assessment, to develop skills in the use of such

'information for the modification of existing programs (where

necessary), and to report on selected program objectives.

The parameters of the Maryland State Department of Education

Education (MSDE) pupil services activities have been defined in

. in three areas: (1) student affairs; (2) career education; and (3)

personal-social development. Within each area/. teams of pupil ser-

vices professionals, from, the Pupil Services Section provide leadership,

staff training, aid consulltative services to students, teachers,

counselors and other pupil services practitioners, alpivistrators,

and supervisors ihrougtIout the ?state.

Through the cooperative efforts of local and state

pupil services staff, the MSDE is seeking to bring about

effective and accountable delivery of tyke various pupil per-
.

vices to Maryland students, parents, and school personnel.

554

40



APPENDIX A THE MARYLAND EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

Publicx7hool Laws of Maryland

EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY'

Introduction

AN ACT to add new Section 28A to Article 77 of the Annotated Code of

Maryland (1969 Replacement Volume), title "Public Education," subtitle '"State,

Superintendent of Schools," tO follow immediately after Section 28 thereof, to'

provide for a program of educational accountability for the public sigdols Of

Maryland; and to generally relate thereto.

#
WHEREAS, The goal of this Act is to assure that all public school students,

throughout the State of Maryland, have access to an education that will enable them

to function to the best of their abilities as informed citizens. Each student has' .

the right to expect his school and school system to provide adeqtate instruction in

the minatum skills necessary to master effective Verbal'and written communication.

In addition, each student should hive access to matheMatical, scientific and 4

technical Knowledge so that he will be able tb function adeqUatelir,in this complei

age. Further, each student should be able to understand our government so that be

may participate effectively in all of the duties and rights of citizenship.- All

students, whether normal, handicapped or exceptional, have the right to expect their

schools and school systems to provide the opportunities to help each individual

realize his fullest potential.

The purposes of this Act are to provide for the establishment of educational

accountability in the public education system of Maryland, to assure that,educational

programs operated in the public schools of Maryland lead to the attainment of esta-

blished objectives for education, 'to provide information for accurate analysiS of.

the costs associated with publicPeducation programs, an-.to provide information for

an analysis of the differential effectiveness of instructional programs; now,'

therefore,

321
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Article 77, Section 28A (1972)

SECTION 1. Be-it enacted by the General Assembly of Maryland, That a new

Section 28A be and it is hereby added to Artidle 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland'

(1969 Replacement Volume), title "Public Education," subtitle State Superintendent

of Sdhools,"-to follow immediately after Section 28 thereof, and.to read as follows:

28A.

(a) Eddcation accountability program. The-State Board of Education
and State Superintendent of Schools,,-each Board of Education
and every school system, and every school, shall implement a
program of education accountability for the operation and
management of the public schools, which shall include the
followin:

(1) The State Board of Education and the State Superintendent
of Schools shall assist each local school board and
school system in developing and implementing educational
goals and objectives in conformity with statewide
educatiOnal objectives for subject areas including,ebut
not limited to,;-reading, writing and mathematics.

(2) Each school, with the assistance of its local board Of
edUdatioa and School system, shall survey the current
status of student achievement in reading, language,
mathematics, and other areas in order to assess its
needs.

(3) Each school shall establish as the basis of its
assessment project goals and objectives which are
in keeping with the goals and objectives established
by its board of education,afid the State Board of
Education.

da- (4) Each school, with the assistance of its local board of
education, thp State&Board of Education-and 'the State
Superintendent of Schools,,,shall develop programs for
'meeting its needs on the basis of priorities which
it shall set.

(5) Evaluation programs shall concurrently be developed
to determine if the goals and objectives are being met.

(6) Re-,evaluation of programs, goals and objectives shall
be regularly undertaken.

(b) The State Department of ucation shall assist the local boards of
education in establishing hisprograMt-by-providing guidelinesfor
development and implements ion of the Program by the local boards,
and by providing assistanc, and coordination where needed and requested
by those boards. 0

(c) Beginsiiig4on July /, 1973, the State Board of Education, upon recommen-
dation of the State Superintepdent of Schools, shall include in is
annual budget request such funds as it deeMsnecessary to cArry 'but
the provitions of this Act.

(d) During January, 1975, and eac January thereafter, the State Super-
° intendent of Schools shall tr nSmit to the Governor and to the General

Assembly a report which includes, but is. not limited to documentation
indicating the progress of the, State Department of Education, the local
boards of Education and each school in the State, toward the achieve-
ment of their respective goals and objectives and recommendations for
legislation which the State Board of EducatiOn and the State Super-
intendent of Schools deem necessary for the improvement of the quality
of education in Maryland.

SECTION 2. And be it further enacted, that this Act shall take effect

July 1, 1972.
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Amendment to Article 77, Section 28A (1975)

AN ACT concerning.

Education -- Evaluating Accountability

FOR the purpose of prohibiting national standardized testing from being used
exclusively to evaluate [(education]] educational accountability.

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF'MARYLAND, That new

Section 28A(e) be and it is hereby Added to Article 77 -- Public Education, of the

Annotated Code of Maryland (1969 Replacement Volume and 1974 Supplement) to read

as follows:

EXPLANATION: CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW.
[Brackets] indicate matterstricken from existing law.

. [[Double brackets]] indicate matter stricken out of bill.
Underlining indicates amendments to bill.

28A.

(E) NATIONAL STANDARDIZED TESTING MAY NOT BE USED AS THE EXCLUSIVE
MEASURE FOR EVALUATING [[EDUCATION]] EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect ,

September 1, 1976.

523r n
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APPENDIX B. STATEWIDE GOALS.IN READING, WRITING, AND

MATHEMATICS (APPROVED 6/20/73)

Students in the public school systems of Maryland,
Upon Completioh of programs in'reading, writing, and mathematics
established by the local school, should achieve at least a
minimum level of skills, and should be able to use these skills
in everyday life. The established:goals In each of these three
areas include:

Goals in Reading

1. UTILIZE A VARIETY OF READING MATERIALS

2. USE A WORD RECOGNITION SYSTEM

3. COMPREHEND VARIOUS READING MATERIALS

4. MEET THE READING DEMANDS FOR"FUNCTIONING IN SNXETY

5, SELECT READING AS A PERSONAL ACTIVITY

Goals in Writing

le USE THE WRITING PROCESS TO COMMUNICATE PERSONAL FEELINGS AND
IDEAS, OBSERVING ACCEPTED CONVENTIONS OF WRITING

2. USE THE WRITING PROCESS TO RESPOND TO THE DEMANDS AND OBLIGATIONS
OF SOCIETY, OBSERVING ACCEPTED CONVENTIONS OF SOCIETY

3. VALUE WRITING FOR PERSONAL AND SOCIAL REASONS

Goals in Mathematics

1,' RECALL AND/OR RECOGNIZE MATHEMATICAL DEFINITIONS, FACTS, AND
SYMBOLS

2. PERFORM MATHEMATICAL MANIPULATIONS

- 3. UNDERSTAND MATHEMATICAL CONCEPTS AND PROCESSES

4. SOLVE SPECIFIC MATHEMATICAL PROBLEMS

5. USE MATHEMATICAL REASONING AND PROCESSES TO MEET PERSONAL
AND SOCIETAL NEEDS

6. APPRECIATE AND USE MATHEMATICS

524
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Goals in Reading

Each Maryland student who has aohievod the objectives for reAing,t#ablished by the local school, should:
cr

1. UTILIZE A VARIETY OF RENDING MATERIALS

In this goal, a student identifies his own purpose! for using reading materials, and from a wide variety

Of available materials, selects those which are suitable in level of difficulty and in content. Such materials

include both print (e.g., books, newspapers, periodicals, vertical fil documents) and non-print (e.g., films,

records, transparencies, maps, globes, charts).

2. Yni jSE A WORD RECOGNITION SYSTEM

--4. The achievement of this goal enablos a student to perfornj two tasks which are basic to success in reading.

First, he knows and can apply a system for recognizing unfamiliar words. Secondly, he can instantaneously and

simultaneously pronounce words and determine their meaning in a particular context. Such a system includes the

use of the necessary picture, context, structural, phonic, snd authority (i.e., glossary, dictionary) clues.

3. 'COMPREHEND VARIOUS READING MATERIALS

To accomplish this goal, the student must think literally, critically, and creatively about the intent

of the communication. Thus,: the student must develop a method for using the pattern of thought in the message

in order to understand the meaning and to draw inferences. In this process, he uses his own experiences and know-.

ledge about the content to ask a variety of questions and to find, suitable answers to these.

4. MEET THE READING DEMANDS FOR FUNCTIONING IN SOCIETY

This goal prepares the student to survive in society by helping him to cope with everyday reading experiences,

.
(i.e., following directions, locating references,

gaining information, understanding forms, and attaining personal

development). Since a establishes minimum performance levels for students, this goal is of. prime importance.

5. SELECT READING AS A PERSONAL ACTIVITY

The essence of this goal is the student's personal enjoyment and apprediation of the Leading process whereby

he can and does read. The development of such a positive attitude must not be left to chance, but instead it must

incIrlae the continuous building,of reading interest, desire, and habit as an integral part of all reading instruction

throughout the State.

Goals in Writing

Each Maryland student who has achieved the objectiVes for writing established by the local school, should:

1. USE THE WRITING PROCESS TO COMMUNICATE PERSONAL FEELINGS AND IDEAS, OBSERVING ACCEPTED CONVENTIONS OF WRITING

The essential feature of this goal is free expression. The student has something personal he wants to ex-

Trees for his own use or to communicate to others. Accepted conventions of writing inolude items like spelling, grammar,

usage, and sentenoe structure, which are generally accepted as correct by society.

2. USE THE WRITING PROCESS TO RESPOND TO THE DEMANDS AND OBLIGATIONS OF SOCIETY, OBSERVING ACCEPTED CONVENTIONS

OF SOCIETY

In this goal, the student responds because he has been asked to write or because he:finds himself in a situa-

tion that requires him to write. This would include social correspondence, business transaotions, and scholastic writing

Organization, development, and form of writing would be important as well as the mechanics of writing.

3. ,VALUE WRITING FOR PERSONAL AND SOCIAL REASONS

This goal focuses upon attitudes about writing and upon typical writing behavior. The student recognizes

the value of writing in his Qin daily life and for society in general, is willing to write in respons4 to impulse or

requirement, and gets satisfdttion from writing something well.
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Coals in Mathematics A

Each Maryland student who has achieved the objectives for Methomatics established by the local school, should:

1. RECALL AND/OR RECOGNIZE MATHEMATICAL DEFINITIONS, FACTS, AND SYMBOLS

These are the simplest of mathematical tasks- but. aro an essential aspect of achievement. The level of diffi-
culty in this category will depend more on exposure to the material and on memory than on developed skill.

2. PERFORM MATHEMATICAL MANIEUIATIOWS

The tasks in this category require the individual to carry out single °motions and procedures (or sequences
of these) that have been previously learned and aro upecifically requested. Such Dhsks will require developed skill
but will not require any decision as to which process or sequence of processes is needed (e.g., algorithm). It is in
this category that all straightforward computation is included from simple addition tiS operations with complex numbers;
it also includes solution of equations; evaluation of functions, etc. In any case the tasks the individual is required
to perform involve only the rote application of learned rchniques.

3. UNDERSTAND MATHEMATICAL CONCEPTS AND PROCESSES

In this Category the individual will perform tasks which include the following possible kinds of trans:-
latioris within a mathematical context:

Verbal to mathematical (e.g., words to symbols)
Mathematical to verbal (e.g., symbols to words)
Mathematical to mathematical (e.g., translating from one kind of representetion to another like an
equation to a graph of the,equation)
Mathematical to physical (e.g., use of charts to explain fractions)
Physical to mathematical (e'.g., developing formulas for physical)
Verbal to verbal (e.g., explanation) '

4. SOLVE SPECIFIC MATHEMATICAL PROBLEMS

This goal require. the individual to demonstrate the ability to select knowledge, skills, information,

and techniques needed to solve a particular problem and to apply such ability in actually solving the problem.

Included will be tgiks ranging from routine to unfamiliar, from specific to abstraot, and from those whose
.solutions are straightforwarirto those which require ingenuity and insight.

Included will be much Of the consumer mathematics used by the majority of adults. Also included will be
the ability to follow a proof, find a flaw in a proof, construct a deductive proof (as in a geometry probleml.

The common characteristic of tasks in this category will be that they reqUire the individual to analyze a
problem and determine a sequence of steps which will lead to n clearly specified outcome (whether the outcome is
finding the cost of a purchase or proving a theorem).

S. USE MATHEMATICAL REASONING AND PROCESSES TO MEET PERSONAL AND SOCIETAL NEEDS

This category is a combination of those mathematical abilities which are open-ended and thopo which require the

use of mathematic."l techniques and patterns of thought in an independent and constructive way.

Tasks in this category require the ability to transfer and utilize knowledge in new situations, to recognize

ns, to draw conclusions from given data, to plan for trye future on the basis of present information, and to use

ematical reasoning to make optimum decisions.

Tasks in this category also require the ability to recognize the existence of problem, to state it formalli,
to formulate hypotheses, and to ascertain if the problem has a unique solution. Making judgments about the sufficiency
of conditions and tho determination of the minimum conditions necessary for proof, the disproof of the hypotheses by

counterexample, and proof by induction all come under this heading.

4. APPRECIATE AND USE MATHEMATICS

A. RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE AND RELEVANCE OF MATHEMATICS TO THE ;NDIVIDUAL AND TO SOCI}TY.

This goal does not necessarily involve enjoyment of mathematics or participation in the development of ideas,

'lut rather it focuses on the acceptance of 'mathematics as being worthwhile -- i.e., the individual recognizes that
mathematics is necessary whether or not he uses it or enjoys studying it. For example, the individual should recognize
the contribution that mathematics has made to the progress of civilization, especially in the sciences. There should

also be appreciation of the elegance, economy, and techniques of mathematics.

A. ENJOY MATHEMATICS.

Emphasis should be placed on the enjoyment involved in acquiring a knowledge of mathematics and in the satis-
faction gained from using it rather than on the amount that is learned. Similarly, it is hoped that the individual
would not dislike or fear mathematics.

k. USE THE CONTENT AND TECHNIQUES OF MATHEMATICS.

i

I
Whn,thl Mathematics is relevant and appropriate, individuils should use what they have learned.

PARTICIPATE IN THE LEARNING OF MATHEMATICS BEYOND THAT WHICH IS MERELY REQUIRED AND ACTIVELY SEEK TO
FURTHER PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE AREA OF MATHEMATICS.,

The goal relates to the individual's development of a curiosity about mathematics an well as a readiness

'to engage in activities in thin area (i.e., independent of school and/or job assignments). In contrait to the ob-

jectives in other categories, independent actieg rather than reaction is ntressed. This goal emphasizes that the
individual should acttvely seek participition caid further development of his ;Mill in mathematics. This is opposed

to merely pausing judgment or using the principles learned whon this was roquirod.
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APPENDIX C SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT,OF,

SELECTED COLLEGE-BOUND HIGH SCHOOL'SENIORS IN

MARYLAND COMPARED WITH A NATIONAL SAMPLE*

One way of getting an indication of the effectiveness

of school systems in Maryland is to compare the performance of

Maryland students on the Admission Testing Program (ATP), admin-

istered by°a nonpublic national organization, the College Entrance

Examination Board, with student performance across the country.. The

ATP is organized to help higher educational institutions select

students for admission.

In the two-battery series of ATP, i.e., Scholastic

Aptitude Test (SAT) and Achievement Tests, the mean scores of

Maryland high school seniors for the.year-1974-75 were generally

higher than national norms. Tables C=°1 and C-2 present

the comparison of Maryland high school Seniors with the\pationai

sample on the Scholastic Aptitude Test.and Achievement Test

Scores, respectively.,

Table C-1 shows that during 1974-75, the mean'of

Maryland students for the. SAT was two points higher than the

national simple for the Verbal Section, but on the mathematics

section 'of the SAT, the mean of Maryland students was one point

lower than the national sample.

Table C-2 reveals that during the same year the achieve:.

/ment means of Maryland students were 23 points above the nation 1

(

*Source: college Board ATP Summary Reports 1974-75 Maryland
High School Seniors and College Bound Seniors, 1974-

75. Princeton, N.J.: College Entrance Examidation
Board, Admissions Testing Program.
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mean for English Composition, 15 points higher in Mathematics

Level 1, 21 points highdr in Mathematics Level 2, 18 points

higher in Biology, 13 points higher in Chemistry, 29 points

higher in American History, and 3 points higher in French.

It may be _pointed out that since the students from

Maryland took the.test voluntarily, they may not be representa-

tiye of all high school seniors in the state. However, the con-

sistently higher means for Maryland students as compared with

the national sample, with the exception of the math section of SAT,

provide some indication of the effectiveness of school systems in

Maryland.

1
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STATE LEVEL

Table C-1

SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE TEST (SAT) SCORES OF SELECTED
COLLEGE-BOUND HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS IN MARYLAND
COMPARED WITH A NATIONAL SAMPLE FOR 1974-75

SCORE

VERBAL MATH

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

MARYLAND
SAMPLE.

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

NUMBER % NUMBER S NUMBER % NUMBER

750-800 51 0 1 937 0
e

265 1 9,381 1

700-749 251 1 9,443 1 673 2 23,6246: 2

650-699 651 2 22,077 2 1,115 4 43,040.11r 4

600-649 1,335 5 45,676 5 2,068. 8 79,471 8

550-599 2,236 8 77,560 8 2,989 11 107,433 11

500-549 3,383 12 125,273 13 4,169 15 149,850 15

450-499 4,406 16 159,610 16 4,241 16 157,362 16

400-449 4,707 17 178,397 18 3,966 15 142,166 14

350-399 4,202 1'5 158;436 16 3,657 13 137,475 14

100 -349 3,297 12 119,875 12 2,526 9 93,437

250-2$9 . 1,781 7 65,105 7 1,314 5 45,392 5

200-249 904 3 33,031 3 220 1 7,760 1

NUMBER 27,204 996,428 27,203 996,391
MEAN 436 434 471 472

STD. DEV. 110, 109 115 115

STATE LEVEL

TABLE C-2
ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES OF SELECTED COLLEGE -
HOUND HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS IN MARYLAND COMPARED
WITH A NATIONAL SAMPLE FOR 1974-75

ENGLISH COMPOSITION MATH LEVEL I MATH LEVEL II

SCORE
MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

NUMBER t NUMBER 4 NUMBER t NUMBER NUMBER 4 NUMBER %

...

750 -100 109 2 2,771 1 85 2 3,376 2 243 26 6,712 23

700-740 267 5 7,562 4 214 6 8,161 5 212 23 5,147 18

650-699 519 10 16,156 8 454 13 16,182 10 191 21' 5,965 20

600-649 734 14 24,206 11 633 17 24,196 15 131 14 5,090 17

550-599 852 16 31,500 15 597 16 "24,671 16 66 7 2,874 10

500-549 917 18 35,602 17 649.18 29,151 18 34 4 1,357 5

450-499 711 14 34,197 16 480 13 24,866 16 20 2 944 3

400-449 585 11 30,092 14 335 9 16,760 11 11 1 585 2

350-390 349 7 19,641 9 115 3 7,690 5 7 1 410 1

300-349 136 3 8,255 4 62 2 2,664 2 2 0 203 1

250-299 31 1 111,754 1 6 0' 333 0 0 0 38 0

200-249 2 0 116 0 0 0 11 0 1 0 9 0

NUMBER 5,212 211,852 3,630 151,061 918 29,334

MEAN 538 515 558 545 681 660

STD. DEV. 07 107 100 102 92 102

1-7
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STATE LEVEL

Table C-2 (continued)

ACHIEVEMENT'TEST SCORES OF SELECTED COLLEGE-
BOUND HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS IN MARYLAND COMPARED
WITH A NATIONAL SAMPLE FOR 1974-75

SCORE

BIOLOGY CHEMISTRY 1
.

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

s.

MARYLAND'
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

NUMBER .% NUMBER 4 NUMBER 4 NUMBER 4

750-800 42 4 2,004 4 31 4 1,655 '5
700-749 76 7 3,123 7 83 11 2,693 8

650-699 138 13 4,556 10 102 13 3,953 12

600-649 165 15 6,026 13 127 17 4,778 14

550-599 203 19 6,756 15 128 17 5,549 17

500-549 147 14 7,581 16 . 127 17 5,696 17

450-499
4

139 13 6,427 14 108 14 4,752 14

400-449 97 9 5,127 11 56 7 2,868 9

350-399 42 4 3,188 7 6 1, 971 3

300-349 16 1 1,287 3 0 0 138 0

250-299 6 0 294 1 0 0 3 0,.

200-249 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0

NUMBER 1,071 46,383 768 33,056
MEAN. 562 544 582 56
STD. DEV. 107 115 97 103

SCORE

AMERICAN HISTORY FRENCH

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

MARYLAND
SAMPLE

NATIONAL
SAMPLE

NUMBER 4 NUMBER 4 NUMBER % NUMBER 4

750-800 38 3 994 2 51 4 1,721 5

700-749 45 4 1,620 3 92 7 2,060 6

650-699
. 75 6 2,903 5 144 11, 3,197 9

600-649 155 13 5,451 0 9 173 13 4,069 12

550-599 168 14 7,860 12 213 16 5,386 16

500-549 19.0 17 10,742, 17 220 17 5,897 17

450-499 188 16 11,811 18 229 17 5,996 18

400-449 183 15b 11,902 19 149 11 4,264 13

350-399 92 8 7,185 11 43 3 1,229 4

300-349 38 3 3,060 5 3 9 49 0

250-295 7 1 535 1 0 0 0 0

200-249 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0

NUMBER i 1,187 64,089 1,317 33,868
MEAN 523 494 556 553
STD. DEV. 109 103 102 105

ga3
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APPENDIX D INFORMATION FROM THE MARYLAND HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE

FOLLOWUP STUDY 1974

I 0

The Maryland State bepartment 9f Education contacts

all high school graduates prior to graduation and again six months

after graduation, to find out, among, other things, whether they

plan to continue their%Schooling or seek employment and to get

their evaluation of their high school experiences. This follow2-

up information may be helpful in providing an indication of the

effectiveness. of the school systems in Maryland. Table D-1 pro-

vides information regarding the number and percentage of high

school graduates who applied for admission to coLLeges and uni-

versities in order to continue their education. The reader will

note that slightly more than half of the high schools graduates

in Maryland applied for admission to such schools. This activity

shows motivation of the graduates to continue their education,

which might- the effect of the type of education received in

high schools.

(

Table D-2 shows student assessments of their preparation

by the schools in "skills and abilities", and Table D-3 indicates

student assessments of their preparation in,school "courses".

Tables D-2 and D-3 reveal that, generally,,a majority of those

who responded indicated that the preparation they received for

each "skill/ability" and "course" was either satisfactory or .

excellent.
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STATE LEVEL

TABLE D-I. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MARYLAND 1974 HIGH SCHOOL

GRADUATES WHO APPLIED FOR ADMISSION TO COLLEGES

OR UNIVERSITIES e.

APPLIED FOR
ADMISSION.'

NUMBERS BY SEX

PERCENT

MALE FEMALE

TOTALNO RESPONSE
BY SEX

YES' 4,672 6,306 47 1'11/025 56.2

NO 3,456 4,750 34 8,240 41.9

NO RESPONSE 153 168 45 366 1.9

GRAND TOTAL 19,631 100.0
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STATE LEVEL

TABLE D-t.T. REACTIONS OF,MARYLAN, 1974 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES'

REGARDING THE PREPARATION RECEIVED IN GRADES 10-12
FOR DIFFERENT SKILLS AND ABILITIES

RESPONSES

NO RESPONSE

DOES NOT APPLY

EXCELLENT

SAIISFACTORY

UNS TISFACTORY

TOTAL

NO RESPONSE

DOES NOT APPLY

EXCELLENT'

SATISFACTORY

UNSATISFACTORY

TOTAL

NO RCSPONSE

DOES NOT APPLY

EXCELLENT

.SATISFACTORY

UNSATISFACTORY

TOTAL

NO RESPONSE

DOES NOT APPLY

EXCELLENT

SATISFACTORY

UNSATISFACTORY

TOTAL

PREPARATION_ RECEIVED

FOLLOW
DIRECTIONS

WORK WELL
WITH OTHERS

THINK AND MAKE
DECISIONS

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER. PERCENT

2,041 10.4

889 4.5

5,713 29.1

10,609 54.0

379

19,631 1011.0

1,994

567

7,334

9,129

607

19,631

10.1

2.9

37.4

46.5

100.0

SPEAK BEFORE
GROUPS

SOLVE NUMBER
PROBLEM;

NUMBER PERCENT

2,093 10.7

493 2.5"

5,566 26.7

9,939 50.6

7.0-Jana
19,631 100.0

WRITE REPORTS
AND LETTERS

r.

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

2,091 10.6

1,014 5.2

2,551 13.0

0,523 43.4

5,452 27.8

19,631 100.0

2,099 10.7

503 2.6

5,737 29.2

9,274 "07.2

2.018 10.3

19,631 100.0

NUMBER PERCENT

2,098 10.7

506 2.6

4,979 25.3

9,557 40.7

2,491 12..7

529,631 100.0

FOLLOW LEISURE
INTEREST

JOIN IN CIVIL
AFFAIRS

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

2,172 11.1

1,926 9.8

4,718 24.0

8,607 43.9

7.2.011 11.2

19,631 100.0

2,102 11.1

3,708 18.9

1.299 6.6

6.932 35.3

5,610.

19,631 100.0

USE VOCATIONAL
SKILLS

NUMBER PERCENT

2,177 11.1

4,178 21.3

3,377 17.2

7,033 , .35.8

2,8615, , 14o6,

19,631 100.0

READ WITH
UNDERSTANDINO LEAD OTHERS

MEET FAMILY
RESPONSIBILITY

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

2,103 10.7

4,622 2.4

5,064 25.9

9,620 5.0.0

2.162 12..0

19,631 100.0

2,151

1,665

2,943

9,720

3,152

19,631

11.0

.5.5

15.0

1,19.5

_16.0

100.0

t)3 3

D- 3

2,168

3;589

3,729

7.761

11.0

18.3

19.0

39.6

2.304

19,631
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TABLE D-3. RESPONSES OF MARYLAND 1974 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
REGARDING THE'PREPARATION RECEIVED IN GRADES 10-12
FOR DIFFERENT COURSES

8

RESPONSES

PREPARATION RECEIVED

ART . PHYSICAL EDUCATION
VOCATIONAL
PREPARATION

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

NO RESPONSE 1,692 8.6 1,543 7.5 1,747 8.9

COURSE NOT TAKEN 11,293 1,722 13.8 10,215 52.3.

EXCELLENT 2,337 11.9 6,327 32.2 2,1371 14.6

SATISFACTORY 3,379 '17.2 8,729- 44.5 3,477 17 .41

UNSATISFACTORY 930 4.8 A.7 1,321

TOTAL 19,631 100.0

,1,310

19,631 2.00.0 19,631 100.0

1

INDUSTRIAL ARTS
7

GENERAL BUSINESS MUSIC

NO RESPONSE 1,745 6.9 1,730 8.8 1,711 0.7

COURSE NOT TAKEN 12,691 64.7. 9,766 49.7 11,215 57.1

EXCELLENT 1,914 9.7 3,003 2,630 13.5

,SATISFACTORY 2,617 13.3 4,454 3,155 16.1

UNSATISFACTORY ANL 5.4 678 909 4.6,

TOTAL 19,631 100.0 19,631 10010 19,631 100.0

SCIENCE MATHEMATTCi HOME ECONOMICS

NO RESPONSE .1,534 1,459 1,731 8.8

COURSE NOT TAKEN 9(,9 4.9 750' 3.8 10.385 52.9

EXCELLENT 5,116 26.1 6.482 33.0 2,597 14.8

SATISFACTORY 10,115 '1.6 8,705 b44.4 3,951 20.1

UNSATISFACTORY 1.89A 9oh 24235 66T

TOTAL 19,631 100.0 19,631 1130.0 19.631 100.0

ENGLISH o FOREIGN LANGUAGE SOC(AL STUDIES

NO RESPONSE 1,418 7.2 1,547 7.9 1,sla 7.7

COURSE NOT TAKEN 537 2.8 6.410 32.6 744 3.5

EXCELLENT 5,935 30.2 2,409 12.3 5,268 26.8

SATISFACTORY 9,561 48.7 6,300 32.1 10,772 54.94
UNSATISFACTORY 2111,gor:) Z1968 1,329

19,631 100.0 19,631 100.0 19,631 160.0TOTAL



APPENDIX' E THE USE OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS IN THE MARYLAND

AC CO UNTAB I L I TY ,PROG RAM

1. Purpose of the Regression Analysis

The results of'the accountability testing program reveal

a high degree of variability in the average levels of perforMance*

among Maryland's pi4lic schools. For example, in the ninth grade,

the average giade equivalent,(GE)- score in vocabulary, by 'school,

ranges from a low of5.93 to a high of 10.95, with a mean of 8.43

and a 1.01 standardideviatiorr. Approximately 95 percent Of the

schools attained average GE levels in vocabulary between 6.41 and

10.45, and:approximately 68 percent of the schools attained aver-

age GE levels between 7.42. and 9.54 for their ninth grades.

The primary purpose of regression analysis in this re-

port is to account for or explain a maximum percentage of
P

such observed variation in school performance levels in-terms of

related student background variables.' A secondary purpose is to

adjust the observed school means to a new set of means from

which the explained variande has been removed. Ostensibly, much'

of the residual variance; still,ptesent in these adjusted means,

would then be the result of school, installation and procesi

ables (objectives, program effectiveness, staff, or facilities).

Of course, success of the procedure depends on the ?articular

student ackground Variables entered in the regression equation, the

strength, of their relationship with the performance criterion

measure (with the process variables), and the amount of inevitable

error: Still, to the extent. that a regression analysis is found to

be successful, it.serves-to resolvp the-following dilemma;. schools
y

with roughly equal, unadjusted mean achievement-scores may well

vary widely )with respect td their installation and process variables;

conversely, Schools which are .equivalent with, respect to, their

E -1



installation and process variables may well display roughly equag.,

test performance levels. Thus, a regression), analysis permits the
estimation Of. school effectiveness with some Protection against
the confounding by student background.vaiables.

2. The Choice of Student Background Variables

Even a cursory inspection of the literature suggestsj
an almost endless-array of packground'variables which influence

achievement: race, sex, age, family, structure, student ability,

measures of socioeconomic status (SES), attitude, motivation,

Alf-Perception, aspiration intention, and expectation. These and

other variables have been shown to be related to student performance.

Armor (197), Coleman (1966), and Mayeske (1973) have

shown in separate studies that up to 10 percent of the variation

in school performance can be explained by ethnic and.racial
1

determiners. Comber anti Reeves (1973) , Plowden '(1967) , and

Purves (1973)-have shown the influence from sex and age.differ-

ences, even when grade levels are held constant. Bachman-(1970`),

Coleman (1966), and-Mayeske (1973) demonstrated that some achieve-

ment variance can be accounted for by family structure differ-

entiation such as home intact vs. broken, numbecr of children, and

head of household.

Perhaps the best known and most widely employed.cor-

relate of achievement is student ability. An enormous number of

,studies on these relationships are extant in the literature.

Excellent summaries may be found in Bryant, Glaser, et al. (1974),

Hauser (1969), Hanushek (1970), and.the New York University (1972).

E-2
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In general, it is found that student ability is a strong predictor

of achievement.. However, it has also been found that estimating

ability, apart from achievement, is extremely difficult. The

unavoidable compounding of these variables in the measurement'pro-

cess has led to problems in interpretation.

In the recent past, the term "IQ" and the concept of

intelligence assessment hive given rise to considerable cohtro-

versy. For this reason, a measure called "Standard Age Score"

(SAS), which is computed from the Nonverbal section of the

Cognitive Abilities Test,(CAT), was chosen as a viable alterna-

tive. In terms of its relationship to achievement, SAS has been.

shown equivalent to IQ. In fact, scores on the nonverbal ability

test are considered by some scholars to be indicators-of intetli-i

gence.

The most extensive literature on, achievement- related

variables, next to student ability, deals with measures of socio-

economic status. The New York University StuO'(1972), Eason, Gary,

and Grawford (1969), Husen (1972), Reiss (1961), and Thorndike

-(1973) give excellent summaries. All present strong evidence

that variance ,in school performance--is astociated with differ-

ences in the socioeconomic backgrounds of the students.

A number of studies, (see Bryant, Glaser, et al., 1974),

have shown a partial dependence of student performance on personal

characteristics, such as those mentioned above.

In the last three decades, many indices have been de-

veloped to estimate SES. However, most of these can be shown to

measure the same underlying factor. It appeared from the litera-

ture search that the two measures, "Mother!s Education" (SES 1),

and "Family Income" (SES 2), were most efficacious. Hence, the

MSDE decided to use these.

as 7 /
E73



Given the vast number of, alternative choices for the
.inclusion of related variables in the regression equation for
student performance, the naive approach might well consider in-
cluSn of them all. However, two objections at once rule out
such an approach. First, the costf4ime, and effort which would
be equired for the collection and dhalysis of that much data are
simply prohibitive. Second, as i.eturns'out, all theSe:various

measures of student background are highly intercorreldted. Now,
it is in the very nature of regression analysis to detect these
intercorrelations and remove from the achievement only that
variance which can be attributed to these variables "independent.-

k,

ly," that is, without "double dipping" due to overlap in relation-
ships. As a result, t.was found that once one or two variables

related to achievement have been entered into the equation,. little

or no additional variance is accounted for by inclusion of further
variables. Becausea-review of the literature indicated the two
most promising student -.background variables to be ability, and

SES, and because data collection of measures on these variables
appeared to be most feasible, the Maryland State Depdrtment of

Education (MSDE), decided on them for the analysis of Year I (1974)
*

data.

In the present analysis, Year II (1974), the independent
variables were restricted to the average school Student Age

Scores (SAS) only. The reasons for this restriction are twofold:

1) the SES variables (mother's education and family income) which

are drawn from the Fourth Count, 1970 Census data that was collected.
in Spring 1969, can seriously be challenged as accurate measures

of the present school populations; and 2) during last year's

analysis, it was observed that the two SES variables (mother's

education and family income) made a negligible independent con-

tribution to the regression except for vocabulary in Grades

3 and 5, and reading in Grade 5. Although strongly correlated



with achievement, these SES variables were highly correlated with

SES in such a way that they could not account for any significant

variance in achievement once SAS had been removed. It follows

that the time and expense required for the collection and analysis

of such data simply was not warranted.

3. Some Terminology and Computational Procedures,

Ink.iregression analysis, distinction is made between

"dependent" and "independent" variables. The dependent variables

are often referred to as "criterion measures" or, simply, "cri-

teria." The independent variables are usually called "predictor

variables" or, simply, "predictors." In the accountability study,

the criteria are the school average GE's for the various subtests

of the ITBS. The predictors comprise the SAS at discussed in the

previous section. .11111

o avoid confusion, it is important to clarify the

sense in which the terms "predictor" and "criterion" are being

used in the regression analysis. Frequently, a statistician is

given the scores on several predictors for a subject with unknown

criterion perfOrmance. It is then required to "predict" a probable

score on the criterion on the basis of the predictor scores. In

the accountability program, all criterion scores are known. Hence,

there is no "prediction" of these scores in the ordinary sense.of

that word. The logic here would be to.suppose a school's average

SAS equals exactly the'state's average SAS. Then, given a strong

relationship between SAS and a particular GE, that school's average

GE "ought to," or is "predicted to", lie close to the average GE

for the state. Similarly, for a school with an average SAS well

above that of the state's, that school's average GE "should" lie
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well above the state's average GE and, finally, a school with

average SAS below the state's is "expected", to obtain an average

GE below the state. TheSe relative SAS and GE differentials are

not simple proportions. It is precisely the function of the re-
.

gression equation to compute ilow much a school's average GE is

expected,to be'above or below the state mean, given the amount,

by whiCh.that.school's average SATis above or below the.s t 'slir
SAS average,

In symbolic language, the following is an exposition
of the procedures:

Let Y.1 ' = the "predicted" GE average on some ITBS sub-
tests for school i;

Y.
1 = the observed GE average on the same subtest

for the same school i;

X. = the average SAS for any school in the state;

= the mean x21..411 Yi's,-sare subtest;

= the mean of all X.1 'S for the state;

Sy = the standard deviation of Y in the state distri-
bution;

Sx = the, standard deviation of X in the state distri-
bution;

r = the correlation between Y and X;

Then Y.1 ' = Y + rsy/sx(x. -

and the "adjusted Store" or residual is given by

RES. = Y. - Y.'
1 1 1

It is easy to show that the variance of these residuals is given

by the expression

var (res) = S 2y (1 - r,2 )



from which it follows that the portion of original variance in

the school average OE's eaiplained by SAS, and then removed, is

given by r
2

, the s5iZIe of the correlation between a particular

GE and SAS.

rH

4. Results of the Regression Analysis

All computations for the regression analysis were per-

formed with the use of the BM,D02R, computer program. The general

characteristics of the results are recorded in this section.

Table 4, in the main body of the accountability report,, contains

a school-by-school listing of the four subtest residuals.

Of the general characteristics, perhaps the most im-

portant are the correlations among theiETBSAIbtests and with

SAS, which are shown in the tables on the next page. In parti-

cular, the unusually high correlations (range: .816 - .942) between

the subtests and SAS on the various grade levels should be noted.

Other nonverbal tests of innate ability (e.g., WISC Performance,

the kavenp Pweiressive Matrices, and the Lorge-Thorndike) are

known to correlate closer to .5 with reading tests. It may well

be that if these correlations are not artifactual (and thereby

spurious), the nonverbal portion of the Cognitive Abilities Test

is not as independent of language skills as was supposed, or that

administration required a great deal of language communication.

511
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INTERCORRELATION MATRIX AT THE THIRD GRADE LEVEL

1

2

3
4

5

1 2 3 4 5

SAS 1.000
Vocabulary
Reading Comp.
Language Total
Math Total

.850
1.000

.d79

.944
1.000

.833)

.917

.921
1.000

.888

.928

.936

.930
1.000

INTERCORRELATION MATRIX AT THE FIFTH GRADE LEVEL

1 2 3 4 5

1' SAS 1.000 .876 .898 .876 .896
2 Vocabulary 1.000, .960 .929 .913
3 Reading Comp. 1.000 .934 .934
4 Language Total 1.000 .926
5 Math Total 1.000

INTERCORRELATION'MATRIX AT THE SEVENTH GRADE LEVEL

1 2 3 14 5

1 .SAS 1.000 .816 .892 .823 .910
2 Vocabulary 1.000 .919 .944 .859
3 Reading Comp. 1.000 .910 .943
4 Language Total 1.000 .892
5 Math Total 1.000

INTERCORRELATION MATRIX AT THE NINTH GRADE LEVEL

1 2 3 4 5

1

2

SAS 1.000
Vocabulary

.895
1.000

.942

.944
.876
.948

.941

.916
3 Reading Comp. 1.000 .927 .963
4 Language Total 1.000 .905
5 Math Total 1.000

A simple way to summarize the apparent overlap is to

compute the square of the correlation, which gives the percent of

variance in the GE's accounted for by SAS. The table on the

following page shows the results of these computations by grade

level and subtext:

5 4
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PERCENTS OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR BY SAS

GRADE 3 GRADE 5 GRADE 7 GRADE 9

Vocabulary .723 .767. .666 .801

Reading .773 .806 .796 .887

Language Total .694 .752 .677 .767

Math Total .789 . .803 .828 .885

With these large percentages of variance accounted for,

one must face the question of what is left in the residuals.

Might it be the case that the residuals merely represent random

error, and-that the variation among them is only error variance

rather than a measure of differential school effectiveness? No

.doubt, a substantial portion of such differential effectiveness

"washed out," and interpretation of the residuals is more difficult

given those high correlations. BOwever, it 1,s unlikely that

nothing but error Variance remained. In order to assess this

likelihood; partial correlations were computed between Year .I

and Year If residuals,,holding shiftsin SAS constant, with the

following results:

GRADE 3 GRADE 5 GRADE 7 GRADE'9

Vocabulary .52 .48 162 .57

Reading .51 .48 .62 .63

Language Total .51 .48 .66 .68

Math Total .41 .50 .70 .66

a

These substantial partials show a high degree of sta-

bility of the residuals from Year I to Year II, particularly since

all observations are on new sets of students. Such correlations

could hardly have arisen from collections of random errors.

In spite of these results, caution is still needed so as

to- avoid assuming that a school's deviation from its "predicted"

4 3
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achievement level (i.e., its Maryland norm) can serve as the sole
criterion of its effectiveness. As first stated in Section 1.5.2

of this, report, it must be repeated. here that, at best, the resi-

duals might serve as a first indicator of where to begin an in-

depth process evaluation,, and.that only for the schools in the

extreme ends of the residual distribution.

In order to aid such an interpretation, schools in the

lower 2.5 percent of the residual distribution were placed in a

s""doup I," and those in the upper 2.5 percent in a "Group II."

. ,

Then, a two group discriminant function was computed

using the following independent variables as the criteria;

Total Enrollment
Pupil/Staff Ratio
Percent Daily Attendance
Teacher's Experience' 'N
Administrator's Experience
Percent Staff with MAId4or Higher
Percent Disadvantaged Pupils
Mother's Educational Level
Family Income

The following is a summary of results:

ASSIGNED BY THE
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION

P (2/1) = 20/62 = .32
P (1/2) = 14/60 = .23
P (total error) = 34/122

TRUE MEMBERSHIP

Group I Group II

Group I 42 14 56

Group. II 20 46 66

62 60 122

= .28

;i4.1
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A simple interpretation of discriminant analysis may be

obtained p.ir considering the classification error probabilities.

Observe that 20 of thb 62 schools in Group II were classified by

the function as belonging to Group I, which is an error rate of

32 percent, denoted by P(2/1) = .32 (read: the probability of

classifying a school as belonging to Group I, when it really be-

longs to Group II, is .32). Similarly, the probability of classi-

fying a school as belonging to Group II when it really belongs to

Group I is .23 (or p(1/2) = .23). The total classification error

of the function is seen to be 28 percent. These probabilities of

sclassification show that theindependent variables are sub-,

stantially related to a school's location on the residual distri-
v

bution.
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APPENDIX F INSTRUMENTS USED TO MEASURE ACADEMIC ABILITY
AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

1. Introduction

Two nationally standardized measurement instruments ,

administered in Spring 1975 were the sources of data collected

on student ability and achievement. The Cognitive Abilities.

Test (CAT), Form 1, 1971 edition, was used to ".,measure stUaent

'academic ability; and the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS),

Form 5, 1971 edition, was selected to assess academic achieve-

ment.

The ITBS was employed for statewide assessment of

,,,,,,..3ademic achievement in part becadse 17 of the 24 local school

systems were already employing some edition of it as part of

their regular testing programs. The Cognitive Abilities Test

was selected because it had been normed on the same population

as was the ITBS.

The ITBS and CAT were admrnistered to all Maryland

public school children in Grades 7 afid 9 during the period

March 1 to'March 31 and to children in grades 3 and 5 during

the period April 15 to May 15.

Three parts of the Nonverbal Subtest of the CAT are

used in the Ma gland Accountability Progi.am.- 'These are:

Part I -- Figure Classification

Part II -- Figure Analysis

Part III -- Figure Synthesis

Eight tests of the ITBS were also selected to measure

achievement in the following three basic skills. areas. These are:

Reading Skills

Basic Language Skills

Mathematics Skills
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2.

p

Description of Instruments Used

Cognitive Abilities Test

#1,

The data presented here are from the Nonverbal Subtest of the CAT. The Nonverbal

Bubtest was 'selected as the source of academic ability data because it does not require

students to reach or to perform arithmetical Computations. The test is intended to measure

the student's ability to reason by using test questions that are not bound by formal

school instruction. The test emphasizes the discovery of and flexibility in manipulating

relationships expressed in figures, symilbls, and patterns. It has three parts:

Part I Figure Classification (17 minutes). Figure
Classification measures the pupil' ability
to 'determine how a set of figures are alike
and then to select from five alternatives the
one that belongs with the set.

1-
Part II Figure Analysis (14 minutes). Figure Analysis

measures the pupil's ability to determine how
two figures .are related to each other and then
to select two figures that are related in the
MMO way.

Part III Figure Synthesis (16 minutes). Figure Synthesis
measures the pupil's ability to select from
alternative pieces those that when combined would
form particular whole.

The scores of the three parts are combined to form total Nonverbal Ability

!Eal. the Nonverbal Ability Scores are set so that a score of 100 equals the average

score for any age group. A third grade class with an'average Nonverbal Score of 1.00 indi-

cates that, on the average, the students in that grad. did as well as on the test of non-

verbal realtoning as did students of their age nationally.

Iowa .Tests of Basic Skins

The following eight tests of the ITBS were selected for use as indicators of

academic achievement. The brief descriptions that follow give a general indication of the

skills required for success on each test.

Reading Skills

Vocabulary (17 minutes). The Vocabulary Test measures the
pupil's understanding of the meanings of words presented
in short sentences. The pupil chooses, from among four
alternatives, the word that has the closest meaning to the
key word.

Reading Comprehension (55 minutes). The Readpg Comprehen-
sion fast measures the pupil's ability to recognize and
understand- stated or implied factual details and relationships;
to discern the purpose or main idea of a paragraph or selection;
to organize the ideas presented in a selection; and to evaluate
what. is read. The test uses short stories, factual articles,
and poems,as the bases for the test item.

ti
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Basic Language Skills

Spelling (12 minutes). The Spelling Testmeasures the pupil's
ability to recognize mistakes in spelling. Each test item
presents f ur words. The pupil indicates which, if any, of
the words e spelled incorrectly.

Ca ital ion (15 minutes). The-Capitalization Test measures
e pu i s ability to recognize the words in a sentence which

should be capitalized. The pupil indicates the part of the
° sentence in which,'if any, an error in capitalization occurs.

Punctuation (20 minutes). Ability to punctuate is tested by
having the pupil indicate the-part of a sentence or the part
of a correspondence letter,in which, if any, an error in
punctuation occurs.

.

. 0

Usage (20 minutes). TheUsage.Test measures the pupil's ability
to use words according to the standards of correctly written

o English. The pupil indicates the sentence in which, if any,'
errors occur in the use of the verb forms, adjectives, adverbe,,
etc,

'A total Language score is obtained by adding together the grade equivalent scores

of the font basic language skills tests and dividing the sum gy four (4).

.Mathematics Concepts (90 minutes). The Mathematics Concepts
Test measures the pupil's ability to understand the number,
system and the terms and operations used in mathematics. It

goes beyond the four fundamental processes 9f addition, sub-.
traction, multiplication and division by exploring concepts
involved in currency,44u#ntitY, time, temperature, weight,
length, volume, working with, whole numbers, and working 4ith.
esecimals, 'fractions, percents, and ratios.' The pupil is
presented with a question and four alternative responses
from which he is to select the one which best answers.the .

question.

Mathematics Problem Solving (,30 minutes). The intent in thi
\ test is to measure the pupil's ability to solve iealistic
problems presented in.situations he might experience in every-
day living. The test does not require thd pupil to compute
the answer but to select the correct one from four stated .

alternatives.

A total Mathematics score is obtained by ,adding together the'grade equivalent

scores of the two mathematics, tests and dividing the sum'by two (2).

The achievement test scores are expressed as GE scores, read as grade equivalent

scores. The first digit represents the grade and the second digit the month 'within the

grade. A GE of 5.7 would be read fifth grade seventh month.
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APPENDIX G PRELIMINARY PLANS .FOR THE PROCESS EVALUATION COMPONENT

0

ESsential to the concept of accountability ip the study

and evaluation of existing educational processes: As was mentioned

in Section 1.5.6 of the report, a team of local representa,tives

was'organized at the state level to plan this process of evaluation.

Specification of the variables to be studied, together with the

implementation tentatively planned, is outlined below.

I. School-Related Variables

# -

Because it is recognized that the educatiOnal enterprise

does not take place in'a vacuum, and because students are exposed

to a host of variables, the first concern is with the school re-
_

sources related to students, such as:

Total cost per pupil
Instructional salary cost per pupil
Expenditure per pupil on-kindergarten
Number of pupils per teacher
Number.,:of:pupils per non-teacher professional.
Percentage average daily attendatice
Number of disrdptive incidents per year
Numberof attending students per lab
NOtber of library books per pupil
Playgroun square footage,per'pupil

Classroom. Centered Variables and their Measurement

Teacher Centered Performance Criteria

Using a combination of interviews and class-
room observations, specially trained personnel .
would obtain indicators of twelve teacher per-
formance criteria. Part of, the instrumentation
for this task has already been developed.

r- r
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School Administration Leadership Style

A questionnaire has been lccated which should
afford the professional staff at,each school
the opportunity to exptess a characterization
of the school's administration.

Teacher' Practices Observation Record

This is a 62-item inStrumenefor observing
teacher-classroom behavior. It'is particularly
useful in assisting teachers to adopt class-
room practices consistent with philosophies.

Brown, O.R., The Experimental Mind in Education.
Harper and Row, New York: 1968.

'Reciprocal Category System

This is a Modification of the Flander's Inter-
action Analysis System. By use of semantic dif-
ferentials, the system permit's an identification,
examination, classification and quantification of
verbal classrooM behaviors. .

Ober, R.I., Bently; E.L., and Miller, E.,
Systematic Observation cif Teachers. Prentice
Hall, New Jersey: 1971.

South Carolina Observation Record

mils is an instrument specially designed to supple-
ment interaction analysis by recording nonverbal
behavior. A major" section of the instrument
deals with the Hostility Affections Schedule
of Fowler.

Developed by Robert S. Soar, at the University
of Florida.

Self=Concept as a Learner Scale

This is e90-item instrument, with Likert-type
response scales, developed by Weatien. It
generates ordinal data measuring the degree
of positive self-concept.

Florida Keys

This is an adaptation of the Self-Concept as a
Learner Scale for use in Grades K -3.

Purkey, W. W., Self- Concept and School
Achievement. Prentice Hall.

r-r001
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A number of these instruments are already in use by

staff in the Frederick County public school system.

Other School Variable Studies

Organization Dynamics

This includes a study of the staff hierarchy,
staff interaction, the principal's leadership
style and decisionmaking procedures; support
services, and parent aides.

Classroom Management

This includes an evaluation of instructional
objectives, learning centers or stations,
grouping, of students for instruction, provisions
for independent work, display of pupil productions,
and procedures for pupil feedback.

Instructional Materials and Media

This includes an evaluation,of the quantity,
range, and depth of materials in the class-
rooms, use of audio-visual equipment, and
media center resources and activities.

School Building Management

This includes a concern for physical appearance,
stgrage and accessibility of materials and the
lunchroom climate.

Second Order Characteristics

These include an evaluation of the teacher turn-
over and teacher attitude, pupil attitude and
behavior, parent-teacher conferences, and the
PTSA activities and orientation. j

Instrumentation for the measurement of these Category III

variables is already being developed in the Prince George's County

public school system.
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